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ABSTRACT
One purpose of this study was to determine the self-perceptions of regular 
classroom teachers’ behavior with behaviors observed by external reviewers when 
implementing differentiated skills and strategies necessary for successfully teaching 
gifted students. Another purpose was to examine the demographic profile o f these 
teachers in respect to academic coursework. Finally, the study examined the self­
perception of efficacy o f treatment teachers compared to control teachers in Title I 
schools to determine differences that might be attributed to involvement in a federally 
funded project requiring the use of differentiated strategies.
Several significant findings emerged from this study. In regards to participating 
teachers, the Teacher Questionnaire revealed that both the experimental and control 
groups have equal experience teaching. More experimental teachers were found to have 
gifted endorsements than control teachers, while the control group has more experience 
teaching gifted students. In addition, more of the control population has been identified 
as gifted than the experimental population, but more experimental teachers have gifted 
children than control teachers. Finally, more control teachers have Master’s degrees than 
do experimental teachers.
Findings from the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (short form) indicated that 
control teachers have a greater sense o f efficacy than experimental teachers on questions 
related to Classroom Management and Instructional Strategies. There was no statistically 
significant difference found between experimental and control teachers in the area of 
Student Engagement.
Data collected from the Classroom Observation Scale-Revised (COS-R) found 
that experimental teachers rated themselves similar to external observers’ ratings.
ix
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Control teachers, however, rated themselves significantly higher on the classroom 
observation scale used for Project Athena.
Personal interviews and open-ended questions on the Teacher Questionnaire 
revealed that the Project Athena experimental teachers have a greater awareness of 
meeting the needs of their gifted students as a result of participation in the Athena-based 
professional development sessions. In addition, the following themes emerged regarding 
teachers’ perceptions of characteristics necessary in effectively working with gifted 
learners: flexibility; having high expectations; understanding individual needs; ability to 
motivate; and patience.
Implications of this study for future research include conducting a study of a 
larger sample of teachers endorsed in gifted education vs. non-endorsed teachers in 
respect to self-efficacy and the use of differentiation strategies to further investigate the 
effects of systematic training in gifted education. A replication o f this study with a larger 
sample size would also be beneficial.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Chapter I 
The Problem 
Introduction
When it comes to educating students, our current public school system is in need 
of reform. In the Third International Math and Science Study (TIMSS), American
t f l  fUtwelfth-graders placed 19 out of 21 nations in math and 16 out of 21 in science 
(Bennett, Fair, Finn, Flake, Hirsch, Marshall, & Ravitch, 1998). It is clear that our 
students are lagging behind the students in the majority of other developed nations in the 
world. High school dropout rates in the United States are high, with more than 6 million 
students leaving school between 1983 and 1988 (Bennett et al.). In addition, 
approximately 23 million adults and about 13 percent of all 17-year-olds were identified 
as functionally illiterate in A Nation at Risk (1983). It has become apparent that our 
nation’s public schools need help if our country is to continue succeeding in the global 
world. As a result, the federal government has developed, through the No Child Left 
Behind Act, several goals for our nation’s schools which, throughout the years, have led 
to the standards and accountability movement.
On January 8,2002, President George W. Bush signed the No Child Left Behind 
Act into law. This educational reform legislation “dramatically increases the role of the 
federal government in guaranteeing the quality of public education for all children in the 
United States” (Frontline, 2002). Accountability is the very core of this law, requiring 
that all states use annual assessments to provide evidence of student achievement. Such 
assessments also require states to prove that progress is "being made annually toward 
narrowing the achievement gap” (Boehner, 2002). Through the use of state assessments
1
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and accountability, it is the belief of many that equity and excellence will be provided to 
all students in our nation’s public school system. Most educators, however, agree that 
“high-stakes testing may be driving good schools backward rather than forward with a 
one-size fits-all approach to student assessment and school accountability” (Bassett, 
2002). Additionally, the No Child Left Behind act does not assure a quality education for 
all; it ensures the same education for all. Equality and excellence do not mean the same 
thing; presuming otherwise leaves many of our students behind, especially those who 
have been identified as gifted. When teachers are forced to focus on teaching only what 
is on the test, many of the important and greatly needed higher-level thinking skills are 
left out of the educational process (Bassett, 2002).
Statement of the Problem 
Events in our country’s history and past generations have greatly affected the way 
our nation’s public schools are currently designed and operated. Through the work of 
Horace Mann and others, education in the United States was deemed a mandatory right of 
all children in our country, a right that was to end all poverty and ignorance (Mason- 
King, 2004). While this might have been a noble belief at the time, no one could have 
predicted the mass influx of immigrants to America at the end of the 19th Century. These 
children, with all their differing backgrounds and languages, were also required to attend 
our public schools. The theory of Henry Ford’s assembly line was then quickly applied to 
schools in an effort to educate the needs of such a large population. As a result, students 
were taken out of one-room schoolhouses and placed in classrooms based on 
chronological ages rather than ability levels. This belief that children of the same age 
have the same needs became the basis of our nation’s educational system -  a belief that
2
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has rarely wavered. Our schools continue to implement this lock-step system, which 
discourages divergence and refuses to recognize differences among students of a similar 
chronological age. As a result, those students who demonstrate marked differences in 
their abilities and in their approach to learning often find themselves greatly neglected.
With the implementation of No Child Left Behind in 2002, the assembly line 
approach to educating our students has been perpetuated, leaving those with different 
needs to fend for themselves. Teachers have less time to identify gifted students as they 
are forced to work with those who are struggling in order to meet the minimum standards. 
The gifted are expected to get it on their own, creating feelings of uncertainty on the part 
of students, parents, and teachers as to the necessity of attending schools that do not have 
time to meet their special needs. Additionally, gifted students are also given the task of 
becoming peer teachers or tutors to those in the class who are having trouble 
understanding the concept of a task or lesson. This often leads to feelings o f isolation 
and alienation from peers when these students are expected to take on the role of teacher 
(Cohn, Kerr, Carson, & Adams, 2004). These feelings of social separation result in many 
gifted students becoming disengaged with school and the entire learning process; this 
emotion is intensified when these students already feel isolated due to minority status.. 
Teachers need to receive training focused on recognizing the unique academic and 
emotional needs of gifted students in order to ensure that these students are receiving the 
most suitable education possible. Once teachers understand the meaning of “gifted” and 
how this impacts student learning, more appropriate instructional strategies can be 
implemented so that all students will benefit.
For over forty years now, specialists in the field of gifted education have laid the
3
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foundation for a scientific conception of giftedness, paving the way for practical 
identification procedures and established strategies for nurturing gifted students in school 
settings (VanTassel-Baska, 1998). This work led to Congressional support in 1974 and 
the development of gifted programs in the majority of our nation’s public schools. While 
these gifted programs began to take root in many school districts, no real standards or 
guidelines were created to ensure the programs being implanted were of high quality and 
best met the needs of the gifted learners. Since that time, the task of establishing good 
programming has been a major concern for many involved in the field of education. The 
National Association for Gifted Children (2005) developed standards for programs that 
serve gifted students, which focus on seven critical areas of programming, including: 
Program Admission and Management; Social and Emotional Guidance and Counseling; 
Student Identification; Curriculum and Instruction; Professional Development; and 
Program Evaluation. The area of Curriculum and Instruction will be the main focus of 
this study. With all the research that has been conducted and the amount of attention 
differentiation has received in the gifted education literature, it is clear that differentiating 
the curriculum for gifted learners is greatly needed. While the need for high powered 
curriculum has been recognized, the push of standardized assessments and the lack of 
financial support have led to a decrease in the number of gifted programs, leaving it up to 
the classroom teachers to meet the needs of gifted students. In 1977, Dr. Julian Stanley 
recommended, “gifted children be allowed to zoom along at their own high speeds” 
(Mulhem, 2003). Since that time, however, very little differentiation has actually 
occurred in classrooms (Archambault, Westberg, Brown, Hallmark, & Zhang, 1993; 
Westberg & Daoust, 2003).
4
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Educators simply cannot ignore these unique learners when planning for 
instruction. If the trend of cutting gifted programs continues, “programmatic 
responsibility for the academically gifted in the public schools will rest with the 
classroom teacher. It is important, therefore, that classroom plans take into account the 
enrollment of these children in the regular classroom” (Mulhem, 2003, p. 3). While an 
important strategy that can and should be taking place in every classroom, differentiating 
the way instruction takes place is only one piece of the pie. Research indicates effective 
differentiation of content, process/product, and concept development will benefit gifted 
students; however, proper implementation of these strategies is key to making 
differentiation work (Berger, 1991; Hall, 2003; Rogers, 2002; Tomlinson, 1999; 
VanTassel-Baska, 2003c). A review of research to date has focused on the effect of 
differentiation strategies on students rather than on how well teachers are implementing 
these strategies. Therefore, administrators and researchers must observe in classrooms in 
order to collect data on what instructional strategies teachers are employing.
Conceptual Framework 
When it comes to educational reform, it is imperative that the role teachers play in 
student achievement be at the forefront. Research shows that there is a strong positive 
effect on student achievement when teachers believe that they are positively influencing 
their students’ learning (Bandura, 1994; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy & Hoy, 1998). 
This concept of self-efficacy is a powerful component in professional growth and in the 
improvement of educational opportunities for students.
Self-efficacy is defined as “people’s beliefs about their capabilities to produce 
designated levels of performance that exercise influence over events that affect their
5
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lives” (Bandura, 1994, p.2). For teachers, this sense of power relates to the amount of 
influence one has on student achievement and motivation (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk 
Hoy, 2000). When teachers exhibit a strong sense of efficacy regarding their teaching 
abilities, students become more motivated and their cognitive development greatly 
increases (Bandura, 1994).
Bandura (1994) identified four psychological processes that affect a person’s self- 
efficacy, and in turn, their behaviors. These include: Cognitive Processes, Motivational 
Processes, Affective Processes, and Selection Processes. These processes play a large 
role in perceived self-efficacy, which in turn both encourages as well as inhibits desired 
behaviors.
Cognitive Processes
Goal setting is an important part of human functioning, and requires a great deal 
of thought and self-reflection (Bandura, 1994). How human beings behave is often 
defined by the goals that they have set for themselves. These goals are typically the 
result of a self-assessment of one’s capabilities and limitations, often resulting in higher 
personal goals for individuals with a strong self-perception and lower personal goals for 
those who view themselves less capable. Those with a low self-efficacy in a given area 
tend to fear failure, stopping them from even attempting to be successful. Individuals 
with a high sense of self-efficacy in a given area or on a specific task tend to be more 
task-oriented and demonstrate greater resilience when faced with difficult situations or 
failures.
Motivational Processes
In order for any individual to reach an established goal or set of goals, there must
6
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be a sense of motivation. Most forms of motivation are cognitively generated and are 
based on a pre-established view of one’s own ability. Bandura (1994) identifies three 
types of self-motivation. These include: “self-satisfying and self-dissatisfying reactions 
to one’s performance, perceived self-efficacy for goal attainment, and readjustment of 
personal goals based on one’s progress” (p. 5). The role self-efficacy plays in motivation 
is extensive. Time-on-task, perseverance in the face of adversity, and goal setting are all 
reflected by the level of self-motivation felt by an individual.
Affective Processes
The level of stress that is felt by an individual in any given task greatly affects the 
way the task is undertaken and whether or not it is ever accomplished (Bandura, 1994). 
Individuals with a low sense of self-efficacy in a given area often find themselves feeling 
threatened, often leading to high levels of stress and even depression. This can lead to 
the development of negative thought patterns and high anxiety in relation to the task or 
subject. In some cases, it can greatly affect the way a person feels about himself or 
herself as a person. Those individuals with a high self-efficacy do not develop such 
negative connotations, thereby leading to greater success and stronger overall self- 
concept.
Selection Processes
According to Bandura (1994), people decide what activities to take part in and 
where to take part in these activities based on levels of self-efficacy. Such choices can 
greatly affect their personal development as social influences promote certain values, 
interests, and capabilities. When an individual feels comfortable participating in an 
activity or being in a certain environment, he/she is broadening his/her knowledge base
7
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through the creation of experiences from which he/she can learn and grow. In contrast, 
people often choose to avoid those situations or environments in which they feel 
threatened or that go beyond their level of comfort. Self-efficacy greatly affects the 
choices people make and the paths they choose to take throughout their lives.
Increasing Self-Efficacy
As believing in one’s self can boost the chance that positive changes will occur, it 
is important to identify ways that self-efficacy can be increased. Bandura (1994) 
identifies four ways that efficacy can be developed. The most powerful way to create a 
positive sense of efficacy is through mastery experiences. Mastery experiences are 
personal experiences which result in both successes and/or failures. When a person has 
positive experiences in a given area, his/her efficacy level tends to increase, while a 
negative experience can lead to feelings of failure and uncertainty (Bandura, 1994; 
Woolfolk Hoy & Spero, 2005). For teachers, a mastery experience may include 
successfully teaching a math concept to a student who has been struggling in math.
When a teacher feels that his/her instruction has been successful, feelings of future 
success in that area increase.
A second way of increasing self-efficacy is through vicarious experiences through 
modeling. When an individual sees someone similar to him/herself succeed, there is an 
increased feeling that he/she could be just as successful. It is important that the model be 
perceived by the observer as a peer, someone with abilities to which he/she can relate. 
This relays valuable information to the observer, allowing him/her to view him/herself as 
similarly capable (Bandura, 1994; Woolfolk Hoy & Spero, 2005). Examples of vicarious 
experiences in education include observing a colleague teach a lesson and participating in
8
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staff development sessions led by other faculty members.
Social persuasion is a third way perceived feelings of efficacy can be increased 
(Bandura, 1994; Woolfolk Hoy & Spero, 2005). Verbally persuading someone that 
he/she is capable of performing a given task has proven especially successful when 
situations have been structured in a way that will bring success (Bandura, 1994). In 
addition, it is important that the persuader be someone who is credible, trustworthy, and 
viewed as an expert (Woolfolk Hoy & Spero, 2005). School administrators can increase 
a teacher’s sense of efficacy through positive teacher evaluations and encouraging 
feedback when the teacher demonstrates success.
The fourth way of increasing perceived self-efficacy involves reducing a person’s 
reaction to stress and altering his/her “negative emotional proclivities and 
misinterpretations of their physical states” (Bandura, 1994, p. 2). Mood plays an 
important role in how a person judges his/her capabilities. Positive dispositions greatly 
enhance a person’s sense of efficacy, while negative attitudes can diminish perceived 
efficacy. Levels of arousal such as excitement and anxiety can add to feelings of either 
success or failure depending on how those anxieties are interpreted (Woolfolk Hoy & 
Spero, 2005). Individuals with high self-efficacy often view excitement and/or anxiety as 
positive facilitators of performance while those with low self-efficacy view such arousals 
as inhibitors to success. For example, an educator who is very passionate about his/her 
field may be viewed as overzealous while it is, in fact, this passion that makes him/her 
such a great teacher.
A belief in ones abilities can shape personal opinions about skill and greatly affect 
performance (Bandura, 1994; Woolfolk Hoy & Spero, 2005). When it comes to
9
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education, this concept of self-efficacy significantly influences the way in which both 
teachers and students achieve success. When a teacher feels more efficacious in a given 
subject, students tend to become more motivated and will learn more (Bandura, 1994).
By focusing on the ways in which teachers perceive themselves in the classroom, 
opportunities can be created that will increase their feelings of efficacy and in turn lead to 
greater student achievement.
Purpose of Study and Research Questions
One purpose of this study was to determine the self-perceptions of regular 
classroom teachers’ behavior with behaviors observed by external reviewers when 
implementing differentiated skills and strategies necessary for successfully teaching 
gifted students. Another purpose was to examine the demographic profile of these 
teachers in respect to academic course work. Finally, the study examined the self­
perception of efficacy of treatment teachers compared to control teachers in Title I 
schools to determine differences that might be attributed to involvement in a federally 
funded project requiring the use of differentiated strategies.
Research Questions
This study will focus on the following research questions:
1. With respect to working with gifted learners, how do Project Athena teachers 
vary in (a) background training, (b) experience, and (c) perceptions of 
strategy use?
2. How do the trained Project Athena experimental teachers differ from the 
untrained Project Athena control teachers in their perceived self-efficacy?
3. How do the trained Project Athena experimental teachers differ from the
10
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untrained Project Athena control teachers in the comparison of their perceived 
and observed differentiated teaching behaviors?
Synopsis of Methodology
This study is based on a larger study, Project Athena, currently being conducted 
by the Center for Gifted Education at the College of William and Mary. Project Athena 
is examining the implementation of high-powered curriculum in the area of Language 
Arts with economically disadvantaged students in regular classroom settings. The 
Language Arts curriculum being implemented has been specifically developed with the 
unique needs of gifted learners in mind; however, its usefulness with students of all 
ability levels is also being examined.
The first step in this study was to send the Teacher Questionnaire, consisting of 
demographic information, the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (short form) 
(Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001), and the Classroom Observation Scale -  
Revised (COS-R) (VanTassel-Baska, Avery, Struck, Feng, Bracken, Drummond & 
Stambaugh, 2003). Teachers were asked to fill out the Teacher Questionnaire and the 
Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (short form) (TSES), and then to self-assess 
themselves using the COS-R. The COS-R was also used by external observers to collect 
data on actual demonstrated behaviors that were compared to teacher perceptions of 
behaviors. All data sources were collected and analyzed, categorizing teachers into two 
groups: those with the highest scores on the TSES and the COS-R and those with the 
lowest scores on the TSES and COS-R. The five teachers with the highest scores on both 
instruments and the five teachers with the lowest scores on both instruments were then 
contacted for participation in a personal interview conducted by the researcher which
11
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consisted of five main questions, although additional questions were asked based on 
participant responses.
Contributions to Gifted Education
This research study was designed to examine teacher perceptions and 
differentiated classroom behaviors of regular education teachers in Title I schools. Of 
particular interest are those teacher behaviors that relate to curriculum planning and 
delivery, accommodations for individual differences, the implementation of problem­
solving skills, and the promoting of critical thinking strategies, creative thinking 
strategies, and research strategies. These strategies will be explored from external 
observers’ perceptions as well as from the perspectives of the individual teachers.
In order to learn and improve the implementation of these skills with gifted 
learners, teachers must first be trained in working with these unique learners. Through 
professional development sessions and academic coursework, teachers should gain a 
greater understanding of the characteristics and special needs common to this population 
of students.
With the majority of our schools organizing classes heterogeneously, teachers 
must work with students who demonstrate varying degrees o f ability. Unfortunately, the 
majority of teachers have received little, if any, guidance in working with their gifted 
learners (Archambault, Westberg, Brown, Hallmark, Emmons, & Zhang, 1993; Westberg 
& Daoust, 2003). This lack of professional knowledge often leads to decreased self- 
efficacy (Bandura, 1994), particularly in regards to the education of gifted learners. As a 
result, professional development activities play a vital role in the education of these 
teachers to improve self-efficacy as well as instructional practice. Teacher attitudes and
12
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beliefs regarding these students may improve, leading to greater student achievement. 
This study will provide vital information about classroom teachers that is necessary 
before steps can be taken to improve the implementation of instructional strategies with 
gifted and talented students.
Definition of Terms
Key terms used in this study will be defined in order to clarify their meanings for 
this study.
Differentiation : This term refers to the process of recognizing and responding to 
the varying background of student knowledge, readiness to learn new material, 
language proficiency, and learning styles. “The intent of differentiating 
instruction is to maximize each student’s growth and individual success by 
meeting each student where he or she is, and assisting in the learning process” 
(Hall, 2003).
Economically Disadvantaged Students: This term describes those children who 
are “reared in homes and environments characterized by limited financial 
resources and educational tradition” (Frasier, 1993, p. 685). For the purpose of 
this study, students involved in Project Athena were identified as disadvantaged 
by their districts based on free-and-reduced lunch status.
Gifted and Talented: According to National Excellence: A Case for Developing 
America’s Talent, gifted and talented is defined as “children and youth with 
outstanding talent performing or showing the potential for performing at 
remarkably high levels of accomplishment when compared with others of their 
age, experience, or environment. These children and youth exhibit high
13
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performance capability in intellectual, creative, and/or artistic areas, possess an 
unusual leadership capacity, or excel in specific academic fields. They require 
services or activities not ordinarily provided by the schools. Outstanding talents 
are present in children and youth from all cultural groups, across the economic 
strata, and in all areas of human endeavor” (Ross, 1993, p. 3).
High-Powered Curriculum: High-powered curriculum is a curriculum that has 
been designed with the fundamental characteristics and needs of gifted learners in 
mind, including cognitive, social, affective, and aesthetic needs (VanTassel- 
Baska, 1998,2003b; VanTassel-Baska & Little, 2003).
Integrated Curriculum Model: The Integrated Curriculum Model (ICM) 
(VanTassel-Baska, 1986) was designed in an effort to offer challenging 
curriculum that is responsive to the unique characteristics and needs of gifted 
learners. The purpose of this model is to offer a “comprehensive and cohesive 
framework that is sensitive to what good curriculum design contains, that honors 
the disciplines under study, and that sufficiently differentiates for gifted students” 
(VanTassel-Baska, 2003 c, p. 174). The three main components of this model 
include high-level content, higher order process skills, and ensuing products 
(VanTassel-Baska, 1998, 2003c).
Professional Development: Professional development is defined as "the sum total 
of formal and informal learning experiences throughout one's career from pre­
service teacher education to retirement" (Fullan, 1991, p. 326).
Self-Efficacy: Bandura (1994) defines self-efficacy as “people’s beliefs about 
their capabilities to produce designated levels of performance that exercise
14
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influence over events that affect their lives” (p.2).
Teacher Efficacy: Teacher efficacy is defined as the extent to which teachers 
believe that they can influence student achievement and motivation (Goddard, 
Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998).
Limitations and Delimitations
Limitations
There are several limitations of this study that must be considered when assessing 
the validity of the findings. The first limitation is the reaction of the experimental group 
commonly referred to as the “Hawthorne Effect.” Those participating in the 
experimental population may react to the novelty of participating in a study (Gall, Gall, & 
Borg, 2003), therefore leading to artificial inflation of self-rated scores of their abilities 
and an inflated sense of differentiation strategy use in the classroom. Conversely, the 
comparison teachers may suffer from demoralization as a result of being a part of the 
study, since they are not receiving any additional training or information.
Differential selection is another possible limitation to this study. While 
participation from all Project Athena teachers is desirable, inclusion in this study is 
ultimately at the discretion of each individual teacher. Therefore, teachers who choose to 
participate may be different from those who do not.
Finally, the generalizability of findings from this study may be limited by the 
selection of intact groups of teachers working in low-socio economic school settings. As 
a result, the findings may not necessarily be relevant to teachers working in non-Title I 
schools with students from other socioeconomic backgrounds.
15
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Delimitations
The first delimitation is the use of teachers who are participating in Project 
Athena. Because experimental teachers have received targeted professional development 
in working with a gifted curriculum through Project Athena, it is hypothesized that these 
teachers will have greater self-efficacy in working with gifted students than control 
teachers. This study intended to test this hypothesis.
Second, the decision to exclude the South Carolina school district is a 
delimitation. This decision was made based on the geographic location of this school 
district and the distance it would have taken for the researcher to travel to this location.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Chapter II
Review of the Related Literature and Research 
Introduction
In 1993, the publication of National Excellence: The Case for Developing 
America’s Talent (Ross, 1993) described the status of gifted programming in our nation. 
What we learned regarding our gifted population was alarming. According to Ross 
(1993), “gifted and talented elementary school students have mastered from 35 to 50 
percent of the curriculum to be offered in five basic subjects before they begin the school 
year” (p. 2). Furthermore, the report goes on to state that classroom teachers do very 
little to advance the curriculum for these students, and that students spend the majority of 
their day completing assignments which are on grade-level.
The impact of this report should have been great; however, very little has actually 
changed in regards to gifted programming in most schools. In fact, the opposite may be 
true. There is “an alarming trend in many places to eliminate gifted education programs 
in the mistaken belief that all students are best served in heterogeneous learning 
environments” (Winebrenner & Devlin, 2001, Conclusion, 1 1). As a result, it is 
imperative that teachers implement classroom practices that will ensure high ability 
students are given the opportunity to maximize their learning potential.
According to Willard-Holt (1994), the trend to service students in the regular 
classroom is more than likely the result of two things: budgetary constraints and the 
inclusion movement. As a result, it is important to recognize that the need for 
individualized curriculum modifications is greater than ever. It is essential that teachers 
learn techniques in curriculum differentiation so that they will be able to meet the needs
17
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of gifted learners, as well as the needs of every other student in their classrooms. 
Unfortunately, when it comes to teacher preparation courses, literature shows that 
university courses for pre-service teachers rarely focus on these unique learners (Rogers,
2002). This is unfortunate as research also shows that teachers of the gifted are more 
effective when they have experienced extensive training (Gallagher & Gallagher, 1994; 
Hansen & Feldhusen, 1994; Heath, 1997; Rogers, 2002; Tomlinson, Callahan, Moon, 
Tomchin, Landrum & Imbeau, et al., 1995). It is therefore up to the classroom teachers 
themselves to learn how to get the best performance from all of their students, which is 
not an easy task (Winebrenner & Berger, 1994). Before the literature and research on 
differentiation can be understood, the need for differentiation in meeting the needs of 
gifted learners must be established.
Need for Differentiation 
When it comes to the identification of gifted learners, teachers all too often 
confuse gifted learners with students who get high grades. Although similar strategies 
might work with both types of learners, it is important to understand the distinction, as 
the needs for these two groups are vastly different (Colangelo & Davis, 2003; Silverman, 
2004; VanTassel-Baska, 2003b). Unlike high achievers, gifted students also exhibit 
characteristics such as a faster rate of learning, a deeper and more complex understanding 
of issues, and perseverance in areas of interest (Colangelo & Davis, 2003; Tomlinson, 
1996; VanTassel-Baska, 1998). All of these characteristics greatly influence their 
classroom experiences. In addition, when working with gifted learners, it is important to 
recognize that “achieving an A is not the goal. The real purpose of education is to learn 
new information. Students who achieve A’s based on what they have already learned are
18
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gaining daily practice in underachievement” (Silverman, 2004, f  3). As the National 
Excellence report stated, gifted students already know 35-50% of the curriculum before 
they begin the school year. With traditional schools in our country arranging students 
based on age and not on ability, the continuum of knowledge in any given heterogeneous 
classroom is vast. This explains why “being gifted in America today is not necessarily a 
positive experience. Gifted students and their parents experience a lot of rejection from 
an educational system in which conformity is valued...” (Winebrenner, 2001, p. 9).
When differentiation strategies are used effectively, however, the needs of most learners 
can be met.
Research and Literature on Differentiation
Literature
The literature on differentiation illustrates many different approaches. One of the 
most commonly cited definitions of differentiation is that of Maker (1982), who defines 
differentiation as curriculum modifications in the areas of content, process, and product. 
Content should be adjusted to accommodate the abilities gifted students demonstrate in 
manipulating abstract ideas and in complexity. Processes are the instructional methods 
used to deliver information, and should include strategies such as accelerated pacing, 
higher order thinking, problem-based learning, and creative thinking (Rogers, 2002). 
Finally, the criterion used to evaluate student progress needs to vary in order to show 
student potential in a variety of ways.
According to Tomlinson (2000) differentiation is not a recipe for teaching but a way 
of thinking about the teaching and learning process. It is based on a set of beliefs that 
recognize that
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the central job of schools is to maximize the capacity of each student; that 
students learn best when learning opportunities are natural; that students 
will learn best when supportive adults push them slightly beyond where 
they can work without assistance; and that students who are the same age 
differ in their readiness to learn, their interests, their styles of learning, 
their experiences, and their life circumstances, (f 3)
She further defines differentiation as the “how” of teaching with the curriculum being the 
“what”. Because she recognizes that gifted learners themselves are very different from 
each other, Tomlinson emphasizes that a single one-size-fits-all formula will not meet 
their range of needs any more than it would meet the needs of any other heterogeneous 
group. There are, however, common learning characteristics among gifted individuals 
such as “speed of learning, depth of insight, and persistence in their areas of interest” that 
should be recognized when differentiating the curriculum (Tomlinson, 1996, p. 163).
Tomlinson (1995) believes that three main components must be present in order 
for differentiation to occur. First, students must be allowed to explore the curriculum in a 
variety of ways. Second, teachers must offer a variety of processes or activities if 
students are to become active learners, allowing newly acquired information to be fully 
internalized and owned by the learner. Finally, students must be assessed in a myriad of 
ways. Paper and pencil tests are not always the most appropriate way for these students 
to demonstrate what they have learned, and teachers need to take alternative methods into 
account when planning units of study. Examples of alternative assessments may include 
portfolios, class presentations, interviews, and student-made rubrics (VanTassel-Baska, 
2005;VanTassel-Baska & Little, 2003; Winebrenner, 2001).
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Strip (2000) defines differentiation as providing options for learning that best 
meet gifted students’ special needs. This includes the acceleration of curricular content 
as well as providing opportunities to study content at a greater depth and across a greater 
breadth. A classroom where the curriculum is differentiated involves a balance of “open- 
ended, stimulating, and creative opportunities for divergent thinking and analysis with 
meaningful, practical activities that involve day-to-day living” (p. 71). She further states 
that teaching gifted students does not involve micro-management; instead it includes 
setting specific goals and guiding students in the right direction. When their minds are 
stimulated, gifted students are self-motivated and engaged.
Research
Research findings in gifted education only support the need for differentiation to 
occur with gifted learners. Leta Hollingworth’s (1942) Children Above 180 IQ was a 
longitudinal study of twelve children with exceptional abilities that led to a greater 
understanding of the need for curriculum differentiation. One major finding was that 
many academically gifted children suffered from adjustment problems as a result of lack 
of intellectual challenge and finding enough work at school that was both difficult and 
demanding (Gallagher & Gallagher, 1994; Hanssen, 2003). For the purposes of the 
study, she introduced a challenging curriculum to students in her school that related to 
real world issues such as shelter, transportation and communication (Hanssen, 2003).
The students who participated in the study reported that this curriculum “led to a lifelong 
love of learning, pleasure in independent work, and joy in interacting with similarly high- 
ability students” (Subotnik & Arnold, 1994, p. 4). This research study supports the need 
for a differentiated curriculum designed to challenge those with advanced abilities.
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The Terman Longitudinal Study, which began in the early 1900’s, has also 
contributed tremendously to the understanding of high-achieving students. This 
landmark study concluded that gifted children have interests that are multi-faceted and 
spontaneous. They also learn to read easily and will read more often and choose more 
complex books than average children (Gallagher & Gallagher, 1994). In addition, 
Terman found that the “superiority of gifted over unselected children was greater in 
reading, language usage, arithmetical reasoning, science, literature, and the arts” (p. 39). 
These findings are extremely important in clarifying that gifted students really are 
different from average learners, and what is taught and/or learned in the classroom needs 
to be different from what the average child is taught.
The need for a challenging curriculum for these unique learners was further 
established by the Study for Mathematically Precocious Youth, which began in 1971 and 
continues today. In this study, Stanley and fellow researchers used a diagnostic testing 
procedure and prescribed instruction to help identified students reduce the amount of time 
spent on traditional content material (Gallagher & Gallagher, 1994; Subotnik & Arnold, 
1994). Students who participated in this study reported several important benefits 
including: “Increased zest for learning and life, reduced boredom at school; enhanced 
feelings of self-worth and accomplishments; far better educational preparation then they 
would otherwise get; and increased opportunities to explore more specialties and 
hobbies” (p. 114). Being given the opportunity to explore hobbies and interests is an 
important finding by the SMPY researchers (Lubinski & Benbow, 1994), and was also 
shown by Bloom (1985) in his retrospective studies. He reported, “intrinsic interest gave 
way to intensive technical study and subsequent recapturing of initial enjoyment as the
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student reached mature mastery of the talent area” (Subotnik & Arnold, 1994, p. 5).
When curriculum is differentiated and students are allowed to discover and study areas of 
interest, there is time for new talents to emerge and develop.
While there has been a great deal of research in the field of gifted education to 
support curriculum differentiation for gifted learners, there is evidence that it is not 
occurring in most classrooms. The Classroom Practices Observation Study was 
conducted in an effort to examine the instructional and curricular practices being 
implemented with gifted students in regular classrooms across the United States 
(Westberg, Archambault, Dobyns, & Salvin, 1993). The study concluded that the 
majority of gifted students are not participating in differentiated instructional activities. 
High-level questioning was not taking place in these classrooms, nor were opportunities 
given to participate in discussions at a high cognitive level. Students spent the majority of 
the day doing written assignments and participating in review/recitation activities. The 
implications of this study are great as it is becoming apparent that teachers are not 
meeting the needs of the gifted learners in their classrooms.
For several decades, experts in the field of gifted have worked to create models 
that will help teachers effectively differentiate instruction for their academically 
advanced learners. While many of these models and the strategies included in each are 
often implemented in classrooms, they do not all have research to support their claims of 
effective differentiation. The Integrated Curriculum Model (ICM) is one model that has a 
strong research base to support its use with high ability learners.
Integrated Curriculum Model
The Integrated Curriculum Model (ICM) was created in an effort to offer
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challenging curriculum that is responsive to the unique characteristics and needs of gifted 
learners. The purpose of this model is to offer what has long been lacking in the field of 
gifted education, a “comprehensive and cohesive framework that is sensitive to what 
good curriculum design contains, that honors the disciplines under study, and that 
sufficiently differentiates for gifted students” (VanTassel-Baska, 2003c, p. 174).
In order to sufficiently differentiate curriculum for high ability learners, it is 
important to recognize the three most salient characteristics demonstrated by the majority 
of these learners: precocity, intensity, and complexity (VanTassel-Baska, 1998, 2003c; 
VanTassel-Baska & Little, 2003; VanTassel-Baska & Stambaugh, 2005). Most students 
who are identified as gifted typically exhibit capabilities at least two years above their 
current grade-level in verbal and/or mathematical subject areas. This precocity shows a 
strong need for content to be presented at an accelerated pace. In addition, the intense 
feelings and strong emotions common to gifted learners should play a role in the 
development of appropriate curriculum. This intensity often manifests itself in the ability 
to concentrate for long periods of time in areas of interest. Finally, gifted students are 
capable of participating in high-level and abstract thinking at a very early age. As a 
result, curriculum should be designed so that these students are given the opportunity to 
ask and answer questions appropriate to their ability level. The ICM explains how to 
create advance content curriculum while keeping these three learning characteristics at 
the forefront (VanTassel-Baska, 1998,2003c; VanTassel-Baska & Little, 2003; 
VanTassel-Baska & Stambaugh, 2005).
The Integrated Curriculum Model has three interconnected curriculum 
components that are grounded in research on best practices: Advanced Content,
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Process/Product, and Issues/Themes (VanTassel-Baska, 2003b, VanTassel-Baska & 
Little, 2003; VanTassel-Baska & Stambaugh, 2005). When these components are 
implemented simultaneously, the learning experience of gifted students becomes much 
more powerful.
The first dimension, Advanced Content, addresses the need for advanced learning 
in areas where student strengths have been demonstrated. As most gifted learners show 
evidence of advanced progress in one or more curricular areas, it is imperative that 
students are presented with curricular options that will allow them to advance in their 
learning as opposed to spending time on remedial instruction (VanTassel-Baska, 1998, 
2003c; VanTassel-Baska & Little, 2003; VanTassel-Baska & Stambaugh, 2005). This 
can be done through the implementation of acceleration strategies, as well as through the 
emphasis of depth over breadth investigations, including comprehensive studies in areas 
of interest. Diagnostic/prescriptive approaches are utilized to determine student abilities, 
and the necessary activities and strategies for learning are shaped accordingly. This 
component allows gifted students’ precocity to be met in ways that might otherwise be 
neglected.
The characteristic of intensity is addressed through the Process-Product 
Dimension of the ICM. It is through this component that high-level thinking and 
advanced reasoning skills are developed through the processes of learning and the 
products used to demonstrate learning. This dimension also targets gifted students’ 
abilities to manipulate information at complex levels (VanTassel-Baska, 1998, 2003c; 
VanTassel-Baska & Little, 2003; VanTassel-Baska & Stambaugh, 2005).
The final dimension of the ICM “emphasizes intradisciplinary and
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interdisciplinary connections through using overarching concepts, issues, and themes as 
major organizers” (VanTassel-Baska & Little, 2003, p. 13). By relating the content 
studied to major concepts, students can make connections between what they have 
learned in the classroom to real world situations and problems. This results in ownership 
of learning and ensures a deeper understanding of the newly acquired information 
(VanTassel-Baska, 1998, 2003c; VanTassel-Baska & Little, 2003; VanTassel-Baska & 
Stambaugh, 2005).
Of all of the models of curriculum differentiation, the Integrated Curriculum 
Model has the strongest research base supporting its usage with high ability learners. 
Three major studies in three different content areas have been conducted or are being 
conducted in order to determine the effects curriculum based on the ICM model had on 
student achievement.
Project Phoenix, a three-year grant funded by the United States Department of 
Education, began in 1998 and continued until 2001. Its purpose was to design exemplary 
social studies curriculum for and then pilot and field-test the units with economically 
disadvantaged gifted students in grades 2,4, and 7 (Project Phoenix: A Social Studies 
Curriculum Model for Challenging Economically Disadvantaged Learners, 2005). 
VanTassel-Baska (2005) reports the following major findings:
1 Students engaged in the units showed significant treatment effects on 
measures of conceptual thinking and content learning. Significant 
gains were also shown on measures of critical thinking.
2 Treatment effect was evident for the whole sample and for non-gifted 
students. Gifted students showed significant gains in content learning.
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3 Treatment effect was consistent for males and females.
4 Sub-analysis by school and by unit demonstrated significant treatment 
effect in content knowledge and critical thinking.
5 Teachers who participated in the project over multiple years 
demonstrated increased use of strategies for accommodating individual 
differences, general teaching strategies, critical thinking, 
metacognition, and classroom extensions. (Slide 15)
In 2002, a second study commenced to test the effects of curriculum designed 
using the ICM. Similar to Project Phoenix, Project Athena is a three-year federal grant to 
examine student achievement; only the content area focus is Language Arts (Project 
Athena, 2005; VanTassel-Baska & Feng, 2004). The results from the first year of Project 
Athena (VanTassel-Baska, 2005) have yielded powerful research findings, including:
1 Project Athena students showed significant learning gains in critical 
thinking and reading comprehension.
2 Sub-analyses suggest that student growth in critical thinking may be
bounded by the characteristics of the learner, teacher skills in critical 
thinking, and fidelity of curriculum implementation.
3 Gender, ethnic, and ability differences were evident
4 Teacher observation data suggest the need for greater treatment 
fidelity in respect to the embedded use of higher level thinking 
strategies. (Slide 9)
A third research study, Project Clarion, began in 2005 and will continue until 
2010. The purpose of this study is to examine the effects of curriculum designed using
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the ICM in the content area of Science.
Based on these research findings of the Integrated Curriculum Model, it is 
apparent that the components of this model are quite effective in meeting the needs of 
gifted learners. As a result, systematic implementation of this model could help teachers 
integrate the critical components of differentiation, leading to greater success for 
students.
Differentiated Teaching Behaviors 
With such a variety of definitions for differentiation, it is easy to see why so many 
educators both inside and outside the field of gifted education perceive differentiation so 
differently (VanTassel-Baska, 1998,2003c; VanTassel-Baska & Stambaugh, 2005). 
Common threads do exist, however, including accelerated pacing, the recognition of 
individual needs, the value of problem solving, the power of creative and critical 
thinking, and the benefit of issue-based research. Implementing these strategies and 
skills recognizes individual differences and allows teachers the opportunity to greater 
meet their students’ needs.
Curriculum Planning and Delivery
Curriculum design, one of the most important components of differentiation, 
contains clearly stated goals and outcomes, provides for meaningful experiences that 
offer depth and complexity, and is exemplary in subject matter content. VanTassel- 
Baska (2003a) defines a differentiated curriculum as
one that is tailored to the needs of groups of gifted learners and/or 
individual students and provides experiences sufficiently different from 
the norm to justify specialized intervention, delivered by a trained
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educator of the gifted using appropriate instructional and assessment 
processes to optimize learning. (Differentiated Curriculum, f  1)
In addition, materials selection and the implementation of inquiry-based and 
open-ended instructional approaches play a huge role in differentiation. An example of 
this type of instructional approach is the use of problem-based learning activities where 
students work as a class and/or in flexible teams to solve real world problems. In order 
for these instructional approaches to be truly differentiated, teachers must be willing to 
adapt the curriculum based on their needs for depth, complexity, and advancement 
(VanTassel-Baska, 1998, 2003c; VanTassel-Baska & Little, 2003; VanTassel-Baska & 
Stambaugh, 2005).
Accommodations for Individual Differences
Any methods that teachers employ in instructing students are considered 
processes. Process modification includes any instructional changes made by the teacher 
to help an individual student’s or group of students’ learning (Rogers, 2002). In order to 
modify process, the activities must be structured in a way that is more intellectually 
demanding. (Berger, 1991). Some strategies for process modification include: 
accelerated pacing, flexible tasks, group learning, independent study, learning contracts, 
and open-ended activities are all strategies for the accommodation of individual 
differences (Rogers, 1999; Rogers, 2002; VanTassel-Baska, 1998,2003c; VanTassel- 
Baska & Little, 2003; VanTassel-Baska & Stambaugh, 2005). Several of these strategies 
will be examined further.
Acceleration. Academically gifted and talented students are capable of learning 
new material rapidly and understanding concepts more deeply than their average ability
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peers (Lynch, 1994). For this reason, teachers may speed up the rate at which a concept 
or lesson is taught (Rogers, 2002). Acceleration gives students the opportunity to learn 
the curriculum at a pace that is developmentally appropriate for them. Examples of 
acceleration include content-based acceleration, grade acceleration, curricular 
telescoping, and early entrance and exit at transition points. The most common type of 
acceleration is done within the regular classroom through the use of activities such as 
curriculum compacting and subject area acceleration, however grade-advancement is also 
a viable option for a small number of students (VanTassel-Baska, 2003a).
Curriculum compacting is an instructional strategy designed to make curricular 
adjustments in any subject and at any grade level. Once a teacher knows the objectives or 
standards for a given unit, students should have the option of taking a pre-test to 
determine if  they have already mastered the skill. Those students who show mastery 
should be offered challenging and productive activities that maximize student-learning 
time (Reis & Renzulli, 2003; VanTassel-Baska, 2003a, 2003b; VanTassel-Baska & Little,
2003). Learning preference and student interest can help to determine alternative 
activities. Enabling students to make personal connections to the skills and ideas that are 
taught (Willis & Mann, 2000).
Subject area acceleration is also useful for students who have mastered most of 
the content in a given subject area for that year (Rogers, 2002; VanTassel-Baska, 2003a, 
2003b; VanTassel-Baska & Little, 2003; Willard-Holt, 1994). At the elementary level 
this may mean leaving the classroom to participate in a reading or math group with a 
class at a higher grade-level. For middle and high school students this could mean 
participating in advanced placement or dual enrollment. Advanced placement classes can
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be beneficial to gifted students academically as well socially and emotionally (Feldhusen, 
2003; Rogers, 2002; VanTassel-Baska, 2003a, 2003b; VanTassel-Baska & Little, 2003). 
According to Rogers (2002), the social effect of AP and IB programs was also 
moderately positive, indicating that these students tended to participate in extra-curricular 
activities, often taking leadership roles somewhat more extensively than did their non- 
AP/IB peers at the college level, and they felt more positive about their social 
competence. No differences in overall self-esteem, autonomy, or ethics were found when 
these students were compared to other high potential students without AP/IB coursework. 
Dual enrollment involves students going beyond the high school curriculum and enrolling 
in a college class or possibly participating on-line in distance learning class (Feldhusen, 
2003; VanTassel-Baska, 2003a, 2003b; VanTassel-Baska & Little, 2003; Willard-Holt, 
1994).
Grade-based acceleration, commonly referred to as grade-skipping, can be 
defined as “any option that shortens the number of years a child spends in mastering the 
K-12 curriculum” (Rogers, 2002, p. 166). This technique for acceleration is typically 
done during elementary years when a child has mastered basic skills and is ready to move 
to the skills at a higher grade. There is a lot of controversy regarding grade-skipping, 
however research has shown a positive effect on academic progress as well as in social 
adjustment (Rogers, 2002; VanTassel-Baska, 1998). It is not, however, a decision which 
should be made lightly, and should involve the parents, classroom teacher, administrator, 
and school psychologist (Lynch, 1994; Rogers, 2002; VanTassel-Baska, 1998).
Flexible tasks. Flexible tasks are those assignments that vary according to student 
needs and abilities. Tiered assignments, one example of a flexible task, enable teachers to
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use the same key skills with varying levels of ability (Tomlinson, 2000; Tomlinson & 
McTighe, 2006). At a time when teachers are using standards-based curriculums, tiered 
assignment ensure that each student is touching on the same standards, but at a level that 
is individualized to their own ability levels. A second example, independent study, is 
specialized opportunities for students to develop individual talents and interest areas. 
Students are allowed to choose topics of interest and are expected to set goals and 
develop plans to learn more about the chosen topic. In addition, students are expected to 
create a product to demonstrate acquired knowledge (Rogers, 2002; VanTassel-Baska, 
1998,2003b). The implementation of such strategies allows teachers to meet individual 
strengths and needs at a variety of ability levels.
Group learning. Opportunities to work in cooperative learning groups also prove 
to be very beneficial ways to differentiate the curriculum when implemented properly 
(VanTassel-Baska, 1998; VanTassel-Baska, 2003b; Rogers, 2002). Gifted learners, 
unlike average students, learn better in homogenous groups. “When gifted students are 
removed from heterogeneous cooperative learning groups and placed together in their 
own group with an appropriately challenging task, their experience with cooperative 
learning is much more satisfying than when they are forced to tutor and/or coach other 
students in heterogeneous groups” (Winebrenner, 2001, p. 173). The students are able to 
work with their intellectual peers and learn all the aspects of a group working towards a 
common goal (Gallagher & Gallagher, 1994; Kulik, 2002). Meta-analytic reviews show 
that the effects of grouping programs for gifted students to be dependent on the features 
they employ. “The key distinction is among (a) programs in which all ability groups 
follow the same curriculum; (b) programs in which all groups follow curricula adjusted to
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their ability; and (c) programs that make curricular and other adjustments for the special 
needs of highly talented learners” (Kulik, J.A. 2002, ^  3).
Problem Solving
The idea of teaching problem-solving skills in schools is certainly not a new 
concept in education. This developmental process of being able to utilize knowledge at a 
current level and apply it to new and novel situations, however, is often taught in a very 
subject-specific way with little connection being made from one subject to another 
(Rogers, 2002; VanTassel-Baska, 1998). Teaching students how to transfer this ability 
across the board in all subject areas and into the real world is a skill that should be 
specifically integrated into all curricula.
Garofalo (as cited by VanTassel-Baska, 1998) found that when it comes to gifted 
learners, problem solving is not just an approach to finding easy answers to questions; 
rather it is more of a search to find meaning and complexity in a given situation. As a 
result, gifted learners need more opportunities to explore challenging problems at a 
complex level. One such opportunity to improve problem solving is through the use of 
brainstorming techniques, where students are asked to define a problem or idea and then 
come up with as much information as possible relating to that topic. Activities that 
involve brainstorming are specifically designed to be open-ended so that many ideas and 
solutions to the problem are discussed (VanTassel-Baska, 1998,2003c; VanTassel-Baska 
& Little, 2003; VanTassel-Baska & Stambaugh, 2005).
Engaging students in real-world problem identification and solution finding also 
increases their problem solving abilities. This technique involves students working 
together to find a solution to an ill-structured problem that is relevant to an area of school
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learning. Learning is facilitated through the teacher, whose instructional approach shifts 
throughout the lesson or unit depending on student understanding and need (Rogers, 
2002; VanTassel-Baska, 2003b). This approach to problem solving “appears to heighten 
student interest and motivation without losing content mastery for the subject matter” 
(Gallagher, 2003, p. 19).
Critical and Creative Thinking Strategies
Scriven & Paul (2004) define critical thinking as “that mode of thinking - about 
any subject, content, or problem - in which the thinker improves the quality of his or her 
thinking by skillfully taking charge of the structures inherent in thinking and imposing 
intellectual standards upon them” (Why Critical Thinking, f  2). Paul (1997) further 
explains that critical thinking helps students gain mastery of content knowledge in 
diverse disciplines, helps students achieve higher levels of language and communication, 
and helps students reason and problem-solve in their personal lives. It is important that 
the problems being solved are realistic, idealistic and pragmatic (Paul, 2005). 
Additionally, in order to ensure that the link between critical thinking and real world 
problems is established, instruction in critical thinking should be addressed through the 
specific subject matter or discipline being taught (Paul, 1990). Proficiency in critically 
thinking through problems and situations is an integral component to dealing with a 
world of change (Paul, 1992, 1997).
The Paul model of reasoning is a highly effective technique for teaching critical 
thinking skills. This model has been successfully implemented across multiple grade- 
levels and in all subject areas (VanTassel-Baska, 1998,2003c; VanTassel-Baska & Little, 
2003; VanTassel-Baska & Stambaugh, 2005). In this model, there are eight elements of
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reasoning to be addressed. These include: purpose, question, information, interpretation 
and inference, concepts, assumption, implications, and points of view. Each of these 
elements is linked simultaneously with each other and may change or develop as new 
information is presented. Implementing this model allows students to reason through a 
problem in a given subject, reinforcing content while allowing students to become skilled 
in reasoning (Paul, 1992, 1997).
According to Paul (2005), creative thinking should always be the goal of critical 
thinking. Creative thinking strategies allow students to solicit various thoughts or ideas 
about issues being studied while remaining open-minded and tolerant of any possible 
solutions that arise. Furthermore, developing creative thinking strategies allows students 
opportunities to develop and elaborate on any new ideas or situations that might arise 
(VanTassel-Baska, 1998, 2003c; VanTassel-Baska & Little, 2003; VanTassel-Baska & 
Stambaugh, 2005).
One of the most popular models for teaching creativity involves the concepts of 
fluency, flexibility, originality, and elaboration. Fluency encourages students to come up 
with as many ideas as possible regarding a given topic or framework. Flexibility asks 
student to look at something in a new way or from a different viewpoint. Originality 
calls for the creation of a new idea, while elaboration involves the expansion of that 
original idea into something real or practical. Training in creative problem solving 
should be applied in all grade-levels and across all academic disciplines (VanTassel- 
Baska, 1998).
To take ownership of knowledge, it is important that students are able to construct 
it in their own minds in ways that make sense to them. Actively participating in critical
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and creative thinking strategies gives students this opportunity. Thinking and curricular 
content go hand-in-hand and students must be given the opportunity to do both in order to 
be truly successful (Paul, 2004). As a teacher, however, it is not enough to know that 
such strategies should be taught in the classroom, he/she must also be knowledgeable in 
the processes necessary to successfully implement them. Professional development 
opportunities must be provided in order for teachers to focus on the “how” of 
implementation.
Research and Literature on Professional Development 
When it comes to education, one thing is clear -  there is a direct link between the 
instructional strategies employed by classroom teachers and the degree to which students 
learn (Guskey, 2000; VanTassel-Baska & Feng, 2004). The same holds true for those 
involved in gifted education as well. Literature suggests that “teacher behavior is the link 
to differentiated programs and services for this special population” (VanTassel-Baska & 
Feng, 2004, p. 89). While research has demonstrated the importance of implementing 
specific strategies in various content areas to increase student understanding, it is also 
true that these behaviors are rarely, if ever, encouraged and/or systematically monitored. 
Nor are the implementations of these strategies linked to evaluation in a meaningful way. 
If students are ever to reap the benefits that specific strategies offer, it is imperative that 
teachers are provided with opportunities to learn these strategies so as to implement them 
effectively with their students, to receive feedback regarding their implementation, and to 
tailor future professional development experiences to specific needs.
Effective Professional Development
The first step in encouraging the implementation of effective teaching strategies is
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offering valuable professional development sessions to teachers. This is the “primary 
methodology through which teachers update their skills and new teachers are socialized 
to the priorities of a particular school and/or district” (VanTassel-Baska, 2002). Effective 
professional development should include the following essential elements: focus on 
content knowledge; opportunities for active learning; continuous and ongoing with 
opportunities for follow-up; and coherence with other learning activities (Garet, Porter, 
Desimone, Birman, & Yoon, 2001; Guskey, 2000; Hawley and Valli, 1999). In order to 
increase content area knowledge, it is critical that teachers participate in professional 
development sessions that focus on subject-matter content and pedagogy that directly 
pertains to the areas in which they teach. There should also be opportunities for teachers 
to “become actively engaged in meaningful discussion, planning, and practice” (Garet et 
al, 2001, p. 925). This includes receiving feedback from supervisors following classroom 
observations, making presentations to faculty, and being given opportunities to observe 
other classroom teachers. Finally, professional development activities can promote 
coherence by building on previous sessions, aligning content and pedagogy to state and 
district standards, and encouraging communication among teachers (Garet et al, 2001).
Professional development should also be clearly linked to district-defined 
expectations for teacher performance, research-based best practices, content area 
standards, and the needs of the student population (Dudney, 2002; Guskey, 2000; 
Klingner, Ahwee, Pilonieta, &Menendez, 2003; Mayo, 1997). However, providing these 
links at the front-end of professional development is not enough. The implementation 
and impact on student learning o f the instructional strategies presented during 
professional development must also be evaluated (Guskey, 2000). These outcomes can
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be ascertained through the teacher evaluation process.
Evaluating Teacher Performance
In the past, teacher evaluations have had little relevance with respect to the day- 
to-day aspects of teaching. Teacher evaluations were seen as a formality to be endured 
by the teacher and the supervisor conducting the evaluation (Brandt, 1996; Danielson, 
2001; Dudney, 2002; Goldrick, 2002; Howard & McColskey, 2001; Mayo, 1997;
Sawyer, 2001; Sullivan & Zirkel, 1999). However, with recent legislation such as No 
Child Left Behind calling for a qualified teacher in every classroom, efforts have been 
made to use the evaluation process more systematically as quality assurance and as a way 
to facilitate teacher improvement. Inherent in the vast majority of efforts to improve 
teacher evaluation are some common key components: the definition of quality teaching, 
specific teacher behaviors that demonstrate quality teaching, clearly defined expectations 
for teacher performance, a variety of opportunities to demonstrate teaching ability, 
opportunities to enhance teaching ability in a way most appropriate to individual teacher 
needs and abilities, and the presence of trained evaluators (Brandt, 1996; Danielson,
2001; Dudney, 2002; Goldrick, 2002; Howard & McColskey, 2001; Mayo, 1997;
Sawyer, 2001; Sullivan & Zirkel, 1999). Danielson (2001) claims the strength of 
reformed evaluation procedures is that they “respect the principles of assessment design 
in which evidence is captured for each of the evaluative criteria” while at the same time 
they “promote teachers’ reflection and professional growth” (p. 15).
While a variety of methods are discussed as essential components of successful 
evaluation procedures, one method that has withstood the test of time is classroom 
observations. In the past, observations have been viewed negatively by teachers as an
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imposition and by supervisors as a waste of time (Brandt, 1996; Danielson, 2001; 
Howard & McColskey, 2001; Sawyer, 2001; Sullivan & Zirkel, 1999). However, recent 
efforts have focused on using classroom observations in conjunction with other 
evaluative methods such as teacher portfolios, student performance, student work 
samples, peer reviews, and teacher logs (Howard & McColskey, 2001; Sawyer, 2001; 
Sullivan & Zirkel, 1999). Classroom observations as performance-based assessments 
that are clearly linked to pre-established expectations and professional development 
opportunities offers teachers valuable insight regarding the quality of their instruction so 
that they can make necessary modifications that will lead to improved student success 
(Dudney, 2002; Klingner et al., 2003; Sullivan & Zirkel, 1999). According to VanTassel- 
Baska & Feng (2004) and Danielson & McGreal (2000), it is also important to use a 
standardized form of assessment when making classroom observations. This “provides a 
benchmark against which the teaching process can be assessed based on expectations 
derived from best practices in the field of gifted education” (VanTassel-Baska & Feng, 
2004, p. 92). While this step alone does not guarantee the implementation of such 
strategies, research shows that when used in conjunction with professional development 
there is a greater chance for success (VanTassel-Baska & Feng, 2004).
The information gleaned from classroom observations and other forms of 
assessment should then be linked to future professional development opportunities. The 
process of evaluation, professional development, and teacher growth should be 
systematic and cyclical. Feedback about the process should be ongoing and should create 
a spiral of knowledge that leads to improvement of the system which in turn leads to 
continued improvement of teaching practices and the implementation of proven
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instructional strategies (Dudney, 2002; Klingner et al., 2003; Sawyer, 2001). Such 
feedback allows teachers to learn and grow, possibly leading to a greater sense of 
efficacy in regards to teaching practices.
Research and Literature on Teacher Efficacy 
Teacher efficacy is a complicated construct that has been consistently examined 
throughout our educational history. Originally stemming from social learning theory, 
teacher efficacy is defined as “teachers’ belief or conviction that they can influence how 
well students learn, even those who may be difficult or unmotivated” (Guskey & Passaro, 
1994, p. 4). Bandura identified teacher efficacy “as a type of self-efficacy -  the outcome 
of a cognitive process in which people construct beliefs about their capacity to perform at 
a given level of competence” (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000, p.481). It is not an 
evaluation of actual competence, rather it is a future-oriented judgment related to 
perception of competence (Woolfolk Hoy & Spero, 2005).
Teacher efficacy was first explored by researchers at the Rand Corporation in an 
attempt to identify the extent to which teachers believed that they could control or 
influence student achievement and motivation (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, &
Hoy, 1998). What they found was that teachers’ sense of efficacy not only had a 
powerful impact on student achievement, but also “on the percent of project goals 
achieved, on the amount of teacher change, and on the continued use of project methods 
and materials after the project ended” (p. 203). Two main questions were developed by 
Rand in order to research teacher efficacy: (1) “When it comes right down to it, a teacher 
really can’t do much because most of a student’s motivation and performance depends on 
his or her home environment” and (2) “If I try really hard, I can get through to even the
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most difficult or unmotivated students” (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998, 
p. 204). A score of Teacher Efficacy (TE) was calculated on each participating teacher 
based on how much they agreed with the two statements. The Rand Corporation claimed 
the TE score revealed the degree to which teachers believed they could control student 
motivation and learning. These two questions continue to drive research studies in 
teacher efficacy.
Additional research studies grew out of the work of the Rand Corporation, and 
have made significant findings regarding teacher efficacy. First, teachers with high 
efficacy beliefs tend to be more committed to teaching, exhibit greater planning and 
organizational skills, and demonstrate more enthusiasm with their students. In addition, 
they also tend to be open to new ideas and in implementing new teaching strategies with 
their students (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000; Woolfolk Hoy & Spero, 2005). Teachers 
with a low sense of efficacy become more critical of students who make errors and are 
more inclined to refer students for special education programs at a higher rate 
(Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998; Woolfolk Hoy & Spero, 2005). 
Furthermore, Anderson, Green, & Loewen (1988) found that students’ own sense of 
efficacy is related to teacher efficacy (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000). 
Recognizing that teacher efficacy is related to successful teaching behaviors and student 
success is a powerful connection that merits significant time and attention.
Teacher Efficacy and Effective Teachers 
For the past twenty-five years, the powerful role that teacher efficacy plays in 
student achievement has been the focus of many educational studies (Tschannen-Moran 
& Woolfolk Hoy, 2002). A teacher who is deemed efficacious in one educational setting
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with a certain population of students may not be so successful in a different situation with 
different students. What research has shown us, however, is that effective teachers do 
demonstrate certain characteristics and behaviors that make them successful in most 
settings, and that those teachers really do make a great difference in their students’ 
achievement (Marzano, Pickering, & Pollock, 2001; Stronge, 2002; Wright, Horn, & 
Sanders, 1997).
Affective Characteristics
One important aspect of teacher efficacy that must not be overlooked pertains to 
the affective characteristics of teachers, or the social and emotional behaviors that they 
demonstrate (National Board for Professional Teaching Standards, 2005; Stronge, 2002; 
Tucker & Stronge, 2005). Effective teachers really do care about their students and truly 
want success for all of their students. These teachers support their students by 
encouraging an open line o f communication and listening and responding to what their 
students are saying in a positive and trustful way. This is extremely important, as 
students need to feel that their teachers truly value any questions and concerns that they 
may have (Stronge, 2002; Tucker & Stronge, 2005). In addition, the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards (2005) recognize that effective teachers treat all students 
with respect, fostering “students' self-esteem, motivation, character, civic responsibility 
and their respect for individual, cultural, religious and racial differences” (Policy 
Position, 3).
Effective teachers also demonstrate a real enthusiasm for the learning process and 
in the subject matter they teach. Being able to reach students through varying 
instructional methods when difficulties arise leads to greater feelings of success for the
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student, which can increase motivation level (National Board for Professional Teaching 
Standards, 2005). When students view their teachers as motivational leaders, there is 
evidence of a greater willingness to work and higher levels of student achievement 
(Stronge, 2002; Tucker & Stronge, 2005).
When it comes to teachers of the gifted, all of these important characteristics 
apply, however there are additional characteristics that are unique to working with gifted 
students. Sisk (as cited in Mills, 2003) found that teachers of the gifted need to 
demonstrate: “a democratic attitude, competency in an academic discipline, empathy, a 
high tolerance for ambiguity, and enthusiasm” (p. 273). VanTassel-Baska (2003a) states 
that teachers of the gifted need to be lifelong learners who value knowledge and the 
learning process as it applies to the classroom. They also need to be able to effectively 
manipulate ideas at high levels with their students. Rogers (1999) conducted a research 
synthesis and discovered that effective teachers of the gifted need to exhibit the following 
characteristics: high degree of intelligence and intellectual honesty; expertise in a 
specific area of interest; has a passion for advanced knowledge; is genuinely interested in 
gifted learners; and has a strong belief in individual differences. It is also critical that 
teachers of the gifted have insights into the cognitive, as well as the social and emotional 
needs of gifted learners (Feldhusen, 1991; Gross, 1994; Hansen & Feldhusen, 1994).
Rogers (1999) also found that gifted students had certain beliefs about 
characteristics of effective teachers. She believes that teachers should have a sense of 
humor, be patient, move quickly through material, and consistently give “accurate” 
feedback. Abel and Karnes (as cited in Vialle & Quigley, 2005) found that gifted students 
prefer teachers with strong personal-social characteristics, validating findings by Lewis
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(as cited in Vialle & Quigley, 2005) that students favor teachers who are more creative, 
understanding, and honest.
Instructional Strategies
In addition to the affective characteristics and traits, there are specific 
instructional strategies that effective teachers consistently implement with their students.
Questioning Techniques. The process of asking students questions and 
encouraging students to ask questions allows teachers to actively monitor student 
learning (Stronge, 2002; Tucker & Stronge, 2005). Research strongly supports asking 
questions at varying cognitive levels. While it is important to ask basic recall questions 
to establish a knowledge base, it is critical that higher-level questions are frequently 
asked as these types of questions generate a deeper understanding of the content being 
studied (Marzano, 2001; Stronge, 2002). High-level questions can be used to challenge 
students as it gives them the opportunity to make the connection between subject matter 
and real world applications. This strategy is highly effective with students of all ability 
levels, especially with gifted learners.
Graphic Organizers. The use of graphic organizers help to promote student 
understanding in a non-linguistic way (Marzano, 2001). This strategy allows students to 
organize information and ideas on a given topic, allowing teachers to assess student 
understanding more effectively. This is an extremely effective strategy to use with gifted 
learners. The Center for Gifted Education at the College of William and Mary has strong 
research to support this strategy, and incorporates graphic organizers such as the 
Hamburger Model for Persuasive Writing in all of its curricular units (Center for Gifted 
Education, 1998).
44
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Student Engagement. Effective teachers are persistent in “challenging and 
engaging students in all aspects of instruction” (Stronge, 2002, p. 49). This can be 
accomplished through student questioning, real-world problem solving, and positive 
reinforcement of desired behaviors. Critical and creative problem solving also 
encourages student engagement as it solicits multiple ideas and solutions to given 
situations.
Pre Assessment. Using pre-assessment strategies allow teachers to plan more 
effectively for individual students, leading to greater achievement (Stronge, 2002; Reis & 
Renzulli, 2003; VanTassel-Baska, 2003b). This can be done at the beginning of a unit or 
study or at the beginning of the school year for diagnostic purposes (VanTassel-Baska, 
1998, 2003c; VanTassel-Baska & Little, 2003; VanTassel-Baska & Stambaugh, 2005). 
Curriculum Compacting is a model for differentiating instruction that gives students the 
option of taking a pre-test to determine if  they have already mastered the objectives or 
standards for a given unit. Students who show mastery should be offered more 
challenging instructional options during the instructional time. Expectations and goals 
can be shared with students through a written agreement or contract (Reis & Renzulli, 
2003).
All of these strategies tie into effective strategies for gifted education, further 
validating the use of the COS-R for this study. Curriculum, professional development, 
and teacher efficacy all have an impact on student achievement. However, walking into a 
classroom with just a curriculum is simply not enough. In the complexity of the 
educational world, all of these components must be specifically addressed to ensure the 
greatest learning opportunity for all students. This is especially important for gifted
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learners, who have unique needs with which many teachers may not be familiar. When 
provided with strong curriculum and opportunities for professional growth, the efficacy 
of teachers will increase as will the achievement of their students (Tschannen-Moran. 
Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998).
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Chapter III 
Methodology 
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to investigate how Project Athena teachers vary in 
background training, teaching experience, and their sense of efficacy in the classroom. 
Additionally, it examined their self-perceptions of how well they use research-based 
strategies for differentiation with their gifted students. Finally, it explored how teachers’ 
self-perceptions compare to the ratings of external observers on the same instrument.
This study investigated the impact of professional development and the use of 
high-powered curriculum on the self-perception of regular classroom teachers in Title I 
schools participating in the federal Javits grant, Project Athena. It examined the role 
professional development plays in the effective implementation of advanced curriculum 
in the regular classroom setting, as well as the execution of differentiation strategies with 
gifted students within those classrooms.
This chapter presents research methodology used in this study and is divided into 
the following sections: (a) research questions, (b) context of the study, (c) participants, 
(d) instrumentation, (e) procedures for the study, (f) data analysis by question, and (g) 
limitations and delimitations.
The Research Questions
This study focused on the following research questions:
1. With respect to working with gifted learners, how do Project Athena teachers 
vary in (a) background training, (b) experience, and (c) perceptions of strategy 
use?
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2. How do the trained Project Athena experimental teachers differ from the 
untrained Project Athena control teachers in their perceived self-efficacy?
3. How do the trained Project Athena experimental teachers differ from the 
untrained Project Athena control teachers in the comparison of their perceived 
and observed differentiated teaching behaviors?
Table 1
Research Questions, Instrument, Data Collection, and Analysis
Research Questions Instrument Data Collection 
Procedures
Analysis Procedures
1. With respect to 
working with gifted 
learners, how do 
Project Athena
Teacher Questionnaire Teachers will 
complete Teacher 
Questionnaire
Descriptive Statistics 
(Means, Range, and 
Frequency)
teachers vary in (a) 
background training, 
(b) experience, and (c) 
perceptions of strategy 
use?
Personal Interview Personal Interviews 
conducted by the 
researcher
Qualitative 
(Content Analysis)
2. How do the trained Teachers’ Sense of Teachers will T-test of independent
Project Athena Efficacy Scale (short complete Teachers’ means
experimental teachers 
differ from the 
untrained Project
form) Sense of Efficacy 
(short form)
p < .05
Athena control 
teachers in their 
perceived self- 
efficacy?
Personal Interviews Personal Interviews 
conducted by the 
researcher
Qualitative 
(Content Analysis)
3. How do the trained COS-R External observers Paired sample t-test
Project Athena 
experimental teachers 
differ from the 
untrained Project 
Athena control 
teachers in the 
comparison of their 
perceived and observed 
differentiated teaching 
behaviors?
(Used by an outside 
observer)
will observe and rate 
teacher behaviors on 
the COS-R
p < .05
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Context of the Study 
This study was based on a larger study, Project Athena, a federally funded project 
that is currently being conducted by the Center for Gifted Education at the College of 
William and Mary. Project Athena is examining the implementation of high-powered 
curriculum in the area of Language Arts with economically disadvantaged students in 
regular classroom settings. The Language Arts curriculum being implemented has been 
specifically developed with the unique needs of gifted learner in mind; however its 
usefulness with students of all ability levels is also being examined.
A total of 67 elementary school teachers involved in Project Athena were asked to 
participate in this study. Forty of the teachers responded for a response rate of 60%. Of 
these 40,16 have been implementing a high-powered curriculum in their classrooms that 
was designed for gifted learners in grades 3-5 by the Center for Gifted Education while 
24 of the teachers are in control classrooms. Each unit is designed to increase in 
complexity from one grade level to the next, developing student competence in the areas 
of thinking, reading, and writing. The experimental teachers have received varying levels 
of professional development in unit implementation through the Center for Gifted 
Education specifically targeted at the successful use of the curriculum. The comparison 
teachers have been using the curriculum of their school districts and receiving no 
professional development through the Center for Gifted Education. All teachers have 
been observed twice during the three years of grant implementation.
Professional development has been offered throughout the project to all 
experimental teachers participating in Project Athena. There have been a total of five 
professional training sessions for the experimental teachers constituting eleven days of
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instruction. Summer Institute I was offered in June of 2003 and focused on the 
implementation of the language arts curriculum. Midwinter Institute was offered in 
March of 2004 as a follow-up to Summer Institute I. Pre-assessment data from the first 
year of implementation was shared, and new products to help differentiate classroom 
instruction were unveiled.
The third training session, Summer Institute II, was offered in August, 2004. It 
focused on implementation of the language arts units with new teachers, while returning 
teachers were able to debrief and focus on targeted areas of need. Midwinter Institute II 
occurred in March, 2005. Data from Year 1 and pre-assessment data from Year 2 were 
shared. There was targeted training on reasoning and questioning strategies in order to 
encourage higher levels of questioning and incorporate reasoning on a more consistent 
basis. Returning teachers were also given the opportunity to share successes as well as 
issues of concern as a whole group. Summer Institute III was offered in August of 2005. 
New teachers received implementation and training in the language arts curriculum, 
while returning teachers were involved with targeted training based on need. 
Opportunities for debriefing of observed teaching patterns and sharing of student 
products were also offered.
Participants
This study was carried out with teachers who are currently participating in Project 
Athena. Seven school districts serving economically disadvantaged students throughout 
Virginia, Maryland, and South Carolina were chosen to participate in Project Athena.
The participating school districts were chosen by William and Mary and then the schools 
randomly assigned teachers to experimental or comparison groups. For purposes of this
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study, data were collected in all school districts except South Carolina due to geographic 
limitations and limited number of participating Project Athena teachers. Of the teachers 
participating in this study, 2, (5%) were male and 38 (95%) were female. There were 3 
(7.5%) African American participants; 1 (2.5%) Asian American participant; 35 (87.5%) 
Caucasian American participants; and 1 (2.5%) who identified him/herself as “Other.” 
Of the 40 teachers, 17 (42.5%) teach 3rd grade, 12 (30%) teach 4th grade, and 11 (27.5%) 
teach 5th grade. Tables 2, 3 and 4 present the demographics of participants.
Table 2
Gender o f  Participants
n=40 Frequency Percent
Male 3 5.0
Female 38 95.0
Table 3
Ethnicity o f Participants
n=40 Frequency Percent
African American 3 7.5
Asian American 1 2.5
Caucasian American 35 87.5
Other 1 2.5
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Table 4
Grade Levels Taught By Participants
n=40 Frequency Percent
3rd Grade 17 42.5
4th Grade 12 30
5th Grade 11 27.5
Description of Instrumentation 
Teacher Questionnaire Part I: Teacher Information
The Teacher Questionnaire (Appendix C) is divided into four sections: Teacher 
Information, Teacher Beliefs, Perceptions of Efficacy with Gifted Learners, and the COS- 
R. Part I addresses demographic information of the teachers participating in this study, 
including educational background, career experience, and training in gifted education. 
Identifying these experiences was a critical aspect of this study, as learning from experts 
and other role models can greatly increase an individual’s perception of self-efficacy 
(Bandura, 1994). It was also used to identify teacher perceptions of efficacy in working 
with gifted learners. This questionnaire was piloted the week of November 28, 2005 with 
20 teachers in York County, Virginia who are comparable to Athena teachers in respect 
to teaching in the regular classroom; having gifted students; teaching at the elementary 
level; and having the highest percentage of free and reduced lunch within the school 
division. Pilot data was used to judge the efficacy of the questions in respect to 
readability; length of time to complete; and ease of completion. Changes were made to 
the original questionnaire based on the feedback which was received.
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Teacher Questionnaire Part II: Teachers ’ Sense o f Efficacy Scale (short form)
Bandura (1994) recognizes that individuals may report high levels of efficacy in 
certain situations while reporting low levels in other situations. Consequently, it is 
important to identify how efficacious participating teachers feel when working with all 
levels of students, not only with the gifted. The Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (short 
form), developed by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy at the Ohio State University (2001), 
provides a measure of overall teacher efficacy. The short form has 12 questions that are 
rated on a nine-point continuum. The three subscales of this instrument include: Efficacy 
in Student Engagement; Efficacy in Instructional Strategies; and Efficacy in Classroom 
Management. The Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy (short form) has a reliability of .98 and a 
content validity of .89 in Instructional Strategies, .84 in Classroom Management, and .87 
in Student Engagement. Permission was received from Dr. Tschannen-Moran to use this 
instrument as part of this study.
Teacher Questionnaire Part III: Perceptions o f  Efficacy with Gifted Learners
The third section of the Teacher Questionnaire consists of 5 open-ended questions 
developed by the researcher to gain an understanding of how successful participating 
teachers feel in regards to their gifted students. Responses were holistically coded in 
order to determine any emerging themes which might exist among participants. A Table 
of Specifications for each question on this section of the Teacher Questionnaire is 
presented in Table 5.
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Table 5
Table o f  Specifications: Teacher Questionnaire Part III
Questions Basis in Literature and Research
Do you think gifted students will 
learn no matter what strategies you 
implement in the classroom? Why 
or why not?
2. What do you feel are your greatest 
strengths in working with gifted 
students?
3. How successful do you feel you 
are at planning for multiple ability 
levels, including gifted students?
4. How successful do you feel in 
keeping even the most 
unmotivated students engaged in 
Language Arts?
5. What, if any, professional
development sessions have been 
most effective in increasing your 
confidence in working with gifted 
students? Please be specific.
Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy (2000); 
Marzano Pickering, & Pollock (2001); Paul 
(2004); Stronge (2002); Tschannen-Moran & 
Woolfolk Hoy (2000); Westberg, 
Archambault, Dobyns, & Salvin (1993)
Marzano Pickering, & Pollock (2001);
Stronge (2002); Tschannen-Moran & Hoy 
(2000); Tschannen-Moran, VanTassel-Baska, 
2005); Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy (1998); 
Woolfolk Hoy & Spero (2005)
Maker (1982); Reis & Renzulli (2003);
Rogers (2002); Tomlinson (1995); 
VanTassel-Baska (2005); Westberg, 
Archambault, Dobyns, & Slavin (1993);
Willis & Mann (2000); Willard-Holt (1994)
Bloom (1985); Gusky & Passaro (1994); 
Hollingworth (1942); National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards (2005); 
Subotnik & Arnold (1994); Stanley (1971); 
Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy 
(1998); Terman (1921)
Dudney (2002); Garet, Porter, Desimone, 
Birman, & Yoon (2001); Guskey (2000); 
Hawley & Valli (1999); Klingner, Ahwee, 
Pilonieta, & Menendez (2003); Mayo (1997); 
VanTassel-Baska (1998); VanTassel-Baska 
(2002)________________________________
Teacher Questionnaire Part IV: The Classroom Observation Scale — Revised (Part II) 
The Classroom Observation Scale-Revised [COS-R] (VanTassel-Baska, Avery, 
Struck, Feng, Bracken, Drummond, & Stambaugh, 2003) is an instrument designed by 
Joyce VanTassel-Baska and a team of experts in an effort to analyze “differences in
54
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
instructional behaviors seen in different organizational arrangements” (VanTassel-Baska 
& Feng, 2004, p. 88). While it focuses on those behaviors found in classrooms for the 
gifted, it is the developers’ desire that the form be utilized in all classrooms and in all 
subject areas to assess type and level of differentiation.
For purposes of identifying perceptions of effective strategies for gifted learners 
and their use, Part II of the COS-R was used. This section is divided into six categories: 
Curriculum Planning and Delivery; Accommodations for Individual Differences; 
Problem Solving; Critical Thinking Strategies; Creative Thinking Strategies; and 
Research Strategies. Each category has between three and five subcategories. 
Participating teachers were asked to self-assess their teaching behaviors with gifted 
learners on a scale of 1-3, with 3 being the highest. Outside observers, as part of Project 
Athena data collection, will also used this instrument to identify what teaching behaviors 
are being implemented within each classroom. The content validity o f the COS-R was 
found to be .97. The internal consistency for the COS-R was .91 with an inter-rater 
reliability o f .89.
Personal Interviews
Ten teachers out of the 40 who returned the Teacher Questionnaire were selected 
to participate in personal interviews conducted by the researcher. These teachers were 
selected based on the outlier scores on the self-efficacy instruments. Participants were 
asked to reflect on their personal experiences working with gifted learners, as well as 
their experiences while participating in Project Athena. These data were collected and 
analyzed, categorizing teachers into two groups: those with the highest scores on three 
parts of the Teacher Questionnaire (self-efficacy questionnaire, self-assessment COS-R,
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and observed COS-R) and those with lowest scores on the three instruments. This 
determination was based on mean scores across the three instruments. Each interview 
followed the interview guide questions that were designed as a follow-up to the Teacher 
Questionnaire, but remained open to topics that the participants brought up during the 
interview process. The purpose of these interviews was to provide more information 
about their responses to the Teacher Questionnaire.
Procedures of the Study
The first step in this study was to contact those teachers participating in Project 
Athena to determine their willingness to participate in this study. After the population 
was established, the next step involved the distribution of the Teacher Questionnaire. 
Teachers were asked to fill out the Teacher Questionnaire, the Teachers’ Sense of 
Efficacy Scale (short form), the open-ended questions regarding experiences with gifted 
learners, and then to self-assess themselves using the COS-R. The COS-R was also used 
by external observers to collect data on actual demonstrated behaviors that were then 
compared to teacher perceptions of behaviors.
All data sources were collected and analyzed, categorizing teachers into two 
groups: those with the highest scores on the four instruments and those with the lowest 
scores on the four instruments. The five teachers with the highest scores and the five 
teachers with the lowest scores were contacted for participation in personal interview 
conducted by the researcher. Each interview lasted 20 minutes to one hour. A timeline 
of the study can be found in Appendix D.
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Data Analysis By Question 
1. With respect to working with gifted learners, how do Project Athena teachers vary 
in (a) background training, (b) experience, and (c) perceptions of strategy use?
The purpose of Question 1 was to collect data regarding each participant’s personal 
experiences. The data collected from the Teacher Questionnaire was compiled and 
reported using descriptive statistics, including means minimum and maximum scores, and 
ranges. Frequency statistics were also used to analyze highest degrees earned, gifted 
endorsement, personal identification, and parent of a gifted child. Survey interviews 
were also conducted in order to supplement the data collected through the Teacher 
Questionnaire (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2003). Data was holistically coded based on 
interpretive themes and categories that emerged from the interviews.
2. How do the trained Project Athena experimental teachers differ from the 
untrained Project Athena control teachers in their perceived self-efficacy?
A t-test for independent means was run to determine whether there was a statistically 
significant difference in experimental teachers’ self ratings on the Teachers’ Sense of 
Efficacy Scale (short form) vs. the self ratings of comparison teachers. Additional 
information collected from personal interviews was holistically coded and reported based 
on interpretive themes and categories that emerged during the interview.
3. How do the trained Project Athena experimental teachers differ from the 
untrained Project Athena control teachers in the comparison of their perceived 
and observed differentiated teaching behaviors
In order to study the relationships between teachers’ self-perceptions and external 
observer scores on the COS-R, a paired sample t-test was run. Information collected
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from personal interviews was coded and reported based on interpretive themes and 
categories that emerged during the interview.
Limitations and Delimitations
Limitations
There are several limitations of this study that must be considered when assessing 
the validity of the findings. The first limitation is the reaction of the experimental group 
commonly referred to as the “Hawthorne Effect.” Those participating in the 
experimental population may have reacted to the novelty of participating in a study (Gall, 
Gall, & Borg, 2003), therefore leading to artificial inflation of self-rated scores of their 
abilities and an inflated sense of differentiation strategy use in the classroom.
Conversely, the comparison teachers may have suffered from demoralization as a result 
of being a part o f the study, since they did not receive any additional training or 
information.
Differential selection is another possible limitation to this study. While 
participation from all Project Athena teachers was desirable, inclusion in this study was 
ultimately at the discretion of each individual teacher. Therefore, teachers who chose to 
participate may be different from those who did not.
Diffusion of treatments may also be a limitation to this study. As there are 
experimental teachers in the same schools as control teachers, discussions about teaching 
strategies and working with gifted students may be taking place between the two groups. 
As a result, the teachers in the control group may have received information beyond what 
was expected.
Finally, the generalizability of findings from this study may be limited by the
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selection of intact groups of teachers working in low-socio economic school settings. As 
a result, the findings may not necessarily be relevant to teachers working in non-Title I 
schools with students from other socioeconomic backgrounds.
Delimitations
The first delimitation is the use of teachers who are participating in Project 
Athena. Because experimental teachers have received targeted professional development 
in working with a gifted curriculum through Project Athena, it is hypothesized that these 
teachers will have greater self-efficacy than the control teachers. This study intends to 
test this hypothesis.
Second, the decision to exclude the South Carolina school district is a 
delimitation. This decision was made based on the geographic location of this school 
district and the distance it would have taken for the researcher to travel to this location.
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Chapter IV 
Findings 
Introduction
This purpose of this study was to determine if the self-perceptions of regular 
classroom teachers’ behaviors matched the observed behaviors when implementing the 
important skills and strategies necessary for successfully teaching gifted students. In 
addition, it examined the roles that professional development opportunities and academic 
coursework play in the implementation of these strategies. The self-perception of 
treatment teachers was compared to the self-perception of control teachers in a federal 
project to determine potential differences that might impact the use of innovative 
differentiated practices. Data were collected from 40 teachers participating in Project 
Athena, a federal research grant conducted by the Center for Gifted Education at the 
College of William and Mary, for a return rate of 60%. Teachers completed the Teacher 
Questionnaire, including questions on demographics, professional experiences, teaching 
behaviors, and the use of differentiation strategies within the classroom. A copy of the 
Teacher Questionnaire can be found in Appendix B. Personal interviews were also 
conducted. The interview questions can be found in Appendix C. This chapter presents 
the findings for the study by data source and for each research question.
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Teacher Questionnaire Findings
Part I: Teacher Information
Gender: Of the 40 teachers participating in this study, 5% are males and 95% are 
females. Table 4 presents the findings from these statistics. When broken down into 
categories, 6.3% of the experimental teachers are male and 93.8% are female. Out of the 
control teachers, 4.2% are male while 95.8% are female. Table 6 presents these 
descriptive statistics.
Table 6
Gender o f Participating Teachers
Male Female
Experimental Frequency 1 15
(n=16) Percent 6.3 % 93.8%
Control Frequency 1 23
(n=24) Percent 4.2% 95.8%
Totals Frequency 2 38
(n=40) Percent 5.0% 95.0%
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Ethnicity: Out of the 40 teachers participating in this study, 7.5% are African 
American, 2.5% are Asian American, 87.5% are Caucasian American, and 2.5% are 
“Other.” When broken into categories, 6.3% of the experimental teachers are African 
American; 6.3% are Asian American; 81.3% are Caucasian American; and 6.3% consider 
themselves as “Other.” Out of the control teachers, 7.2% are African American and 
91.7% are Caucasian American. Table 7 shows these descriptive statistics for the overall 
population as well as by experimental teachers and control teachers.
Table 7
Ethnicity o f  Participating Teachers
African
American
Asian
American
Caucasian
American
Other
Experimental Frequency 1 1 13 1
(n=16) Percent 6.3% 6.3% 81.3% 6.3%
Control Frequency 2 0 22 0
(n=24) Percent 8.3% 91.7%
Total Frequency 3 1 35 1
(n=40) Percent 7.5% 2.5% 87.5% 2.5%
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Highest Degree Earned: Frequencies were run on highest degree earned, and 
results revealed that 50% of the participants hold a Bachelor’s degree, 45 % hold a 
Master’s degree, and 5% hold “Other” degrees. Table 8 demonstrates these frequencies 
for the total population as well as by experimental teachers and control teachers.
Table 8
Highest Degree Earned by Participants
BA/BS MA/MS Other
Experimental Frequency 9 5 2
(n=16) Percent 56.3% 31.3% 12.5%
Control Frequency 11 13 0
(n=24) Percent 45.8% 54.2%
Total Frequency 20 18 2
(n=40) Percent 50.0% 45% 5.0%
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Grade Levels: Out of the 40 participants in this study, 42.5% teach 3rd grade, 
30% teach 4th grade, and 27.5% teach 5th grade. Table 10 presents these findings. When 
breaking the participants into categories, 43.8% of the experimental teachers teach 3rd 
grade, 31.3% teach 4th grade, and 25% teach 5th grade. Out of the control teachers, 
41.7% teach 3rd grade, 29.2% teach 4th grade, and 29.2% teach 5th grade. Table 9 
presents these descriptive statistics for the entire population as well as by experimental 
and control teachers.
Table 9
Grade Levels Taught by Participants
3rd 4th 5th
Experimental Frequency 7 5 4
(n=16) Percent 43.8% 31.3% 25.0%
Control Frequency 16 10 7
(n=24) Percent 41.7% 29.2% 29.2%
Total Frequency 17 12 11
(n=40) Percent 42.5% 30.0% 27.5%
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Professional Experiences: Descriptive statistics were run to find the range and 
mean for total years of teaching; years of experience working with gifted learners; the 
number of Project Athena professional development sessions attended by experimental 
teachers; and the number of non-Project Athena professional development sessions 
attended by all teachers. Teaching experience ranged from 0-1 year of experience to more 
than 20 years of experience, with a mean of 6-10 years of teaching. Experience working 
with gifted learners ranged from 0-1 year to more than 20 years, with a mean of 2-5 
years. Attendance at Project Athena professional development sessions ranged from 0-5 
sessions, with a mean of 2.94 for experimental teachers. The number of hours of non- 
Project Athena professional development focusing on gifted education ranged from less 
than 1 hour to more than 15 hours, with a mean of 6-10 hours for all teachers. Tables 10 
and 11 present the findings from these descriptive statistics by control and experimental 
groups.
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Table 10
Teaching Experience o f  Participants
Range Mean
Experimental Control Total
Teaching Experience 0-20+ years 6-10 years 6-10 years 6-10 years
Experimental (n=16) Control (n=24)
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
0-1 year 0 0% 4 16.7%
2-5 years 8 50% 1 29.2%
6-10 years 3 18.8% 5 20.8%
11-15 years 1 6.3% 3 12.5%
16-20 years 1 6.3% 0 0%
20+ years 3 18.8% 5 20.8%
Range Mean
Experimental Control Overall
Gifted Experience 0-20+ years 2-5 years 2-5 years 2-5 years
Experimental (n=16) Control (n=24)
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
0-1 year 2 12.5% 8 33.3%
2-5 years 12 75.0% 6 25.0%
6-10 years 0 0% 4 16.7%
11-15 years 2 12.5% 3 12.5%
16-20 years 0 0% 0 0%
20+ years 0 0% 3 12.5%
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Table 11
Professional Development Experiences o f Participants
Range Mean
Experimental Control Overall
Project Athena 0-5 sessions 3 sessions — 3 sessions
Professional 
Development 
(experimental teachers 
only)
Experimental Control
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
0 sessions 0 0 24 100%
1 session 5 31.3 0
2 sessions 1 6.3 0
3 sessions 4 25.0 0
4 sessions 2 12.5 0
5 sessions 4 25.0 0
Range Merge
Experimental Control Overall
Non-Athena Gifted Less than 1 6-10 hours 6-10 hours 6-10 hours
Professional hour to 15+
Development hours
Experimental Control
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
Less than 1 hour 3 18.8% 6 25.0%
1-5 hours 6 37.5% 8 33.3%
6-10 hours 2 12.5% 4 16.7%
11-15 hours 1 6.3% 1 4.2%
15 or more hours 4 25.0% 5 20.8%
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Personal Experiences: Frequencies were run on gifted endorsement status, 
personal gifted identification, and whether or not the participant is the parent of a gifted 
child. Of the 40 participants, 10% hold a gifted endorsement while 90 % do not. In 
addition, 22.5% of the participants have been identified as gifted while 77.5% have not. 
Only 39 participants responded to the question about being the parent of an identified 
gifted child. Of those 39, 22.5% of the participants have children who have been 
identified as gifted while 75% are not the parents of identified gifted students. Table 12 
presents the findings from these frequencies by experimental and control groups.
Table 12
Gifted Endorsement, Identified as Gifted, Parent o f Gifted
Endorsed in 
Gifted Education
Identified as 
Being Gifted
Parent o f a 
Gifted Child
Yes No Yes No Yes No N/A
Experimental Frequency 2 14 2 14 5 11
(n=16) Percent 12.5% 87.5% 12.5% 87.5% 31.3% 68.8% -
Control Frequency 2 22 1 17 1 4 1
(n=24) Percent 8.3% 91.7% 29.2% 70.8% 16.7% 79.2% 4.2%
Total Frequency 4 36 9 31 9 30
(n=40) Percent 10.0% 90.0% 22.5% 77.5% 22.5% 75.0% -
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Part II: Teacher Beliefs: Results from the TSES (short form)
Part II of the Teacher Questionnaire consisted of the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy 
Scale (TSES) (short form) developed by Tschannen-Moran & Hoy (2001). The purpose 
of this instrument is to provide a measure of overall teacher efficacy comprised of 12 
questions that are rated on a nine-point continuum. Previous factor analysis on the TSES 
(short form) identified three subscales: Efficacy for Student Engagement, Efficacy for 
Instructional Strategies, and Efficacy for Classroom Management. For the Student 
Engagement subscale, both experimental and control teachers rated themselves slightly 
lower than the norming population. For the Instructional Strategies subscale, 
experimental teachers rated themselves slightly lower than the norming population, while 
the control teachers rated themselves slightly higher. Finally, in the Classroom 
Management subscale, both experimental and control teachers rated themselves higher 
than the norming population. Table 13 presents each subscale with the corresponding 
item number on the instrument, as well as the mean and standard deviation of each 
subscale presented by Tschannen-Moran & Hoy (2001) for the experimental and control 
groups in this study.
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Table 13
Teacher Sense o f  Efficacy Scale (short form)
Items M SD
TSES Experimental Control TSES Experimental Control
TSES 7.1 7.2 7.5 .98 1.1 1.2
Engagement 2,3,4,11 7.2 6.9 7.1 1.2 1.1 1.4
Instruction 5,9,10,12 7.3 7.2 7.5 1.2 1.1 1.2
Management 1,6,7,8 6.7 7.5 7.9 1.2 1.1 1.1
Part III: Perceptions o f  Efficacy with Gifted Learners: Results from Open-ended 
Questions
Part III of the Teacher Questionnaire contained five open-ended questions. The 
content of the teacher responses was analyzed using frequency data and/or holistic coding 
to determine emerging themes. Question 1 of the Teacher Questionnaire states, “Do you 
think gifted students will learn no matter what strategies you implement in the 
classroom?” Out of the 40 surveys, 22 teachers answered “yes,” 14 answered “no,” and 
four responded with answers indicating that both “yes” and “no” are equally valid 
answers. Table 22 in Appendix E provides representative comments from each of these 
three categories. Comments made by those teachers who answered “yes” focused mainly 
on personal characteristics, such as curiosity, self-motivation, and a desire to excel, that 
allow gifted students to learn regardless of their environment. Comments of teachers 
who responded “no” focused mainly on external factors such as lack of differentiation 
and/or challenging curriculum, that hinder gifted students’ abilities to excel in the regular
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classroom.
Questions 2-4 focused specifically on perceptions of self-efficacy in working with 
gifted students. Question 2 of the Teacher Questionnaire states, “What do you feel are 
your greatest strengths in working with gifted learners?” Holistic coding was used to find 
emergent themes. The themes included flexibility, high expectations, understanding 
individual needs, ability to motivate, and patience. Table 23 in Appendix E provides 
representative comments from each of these three categories.
Question 3 of the Teacher Questionnaire states, “How successful do you feel you 
are at planning for multiple ability levels, including gifted learners?” Out of the 40 
surveys, 15 teachers answered that they felt successful differentiating for ability levels,
16 responded that they were somewhat successful, 7 teachers answered that they were not 
successful, 1 was undecided, and 1 did not answer the question. Comments made by 
teachers who feel they are successful at planning for multiple ability levels focus on 
experience and mastery knowledge. Those who do not feel successful focus mainly on a 
lack of time to differentiate appropriately and overloaded schedules. Table 24 of 
Appendix E provides representative comments from each of the three main categories.
Question 4 of the Teacher Questionnaire states, “How successful do you feel in 
keeping even the most unmotivated students engaged in Language Arts?” Out of the 40 
surveys, 24 teachers answered that they felt successful keeping students engaged in 
Language Arts, eight responded that they were somewhat successful, five teachers 
answered that they were not successful, two answered that the question was not 
applicable to them, and one did not answer the question. Some comments made by those 
who felt successful were, “I can keep students engaged in a guided reading group by
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choosing good literature;” “I feel successful keeping students engaged in Language Arts. 
They enjoy games that I use and the literature that I select;” and “I feel pretty successful 
as I have a lot of positive feelings towards reading and writing.” Those who do not feel 
successful stated, “I would like to be more successful. I try to motivate students in a 
variety of ways, but I would definitely like to learn more strategies;” “Not very on a 
regular basis;” and “Not very. My lack of experience does not provide me with a lot of 
tried and proven strategies.” Table 25 of Appendix E provides representative comments 
from each of the three main categories.
Question 5 of the Teacher Questionnaire states, “What, if any, professional 
development sessions have been the most effective in increasing your confidence in 
working with gifted students? Be specific.” Out of the 40 teachers surveyed, 15 stated 
that they had not received any specific professional development sessions in gifted 
education. Four stated that they had not received any additional training outside of 
Project Athena, and 13 stated they had received some form of additional training, 
including two who have taken some college coursework. Four of the teachers did not 
answer this question, and four stated that it was not applicable to them. The remaining 
eleven participants mentioned participating in professional development they deemed as 
beneficial; however, they did not provide enough information for the researcher to 
develop definitive themes about which aspects of these opportunities were most helpful. 
Table 26 of Appendix E provides representative comments from each of the three main 
categories.
Part IV: Results from the Classroom Observation Scale -  Revised (Part II)
Part IV asked participating teachers to self-assess themselves using Part II of the
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Classroom Observation Scale -  Revised (COS-R). The COS-R was also used by external 
observers to collect data on actual demonstrated behaviors that were then compared to 
teacher perceptions of behaviors. Two paired samples t-tests, one for experimental 
teachers and one for control teachers, were run to determine if any statistically significant 
differences could be found between teacher self-ratings and the ratings of external 
observers. The range of scores for the experimental teachers is 1.88 to 2.88 and the range 
for the control teachers is 1.88 to 2.83. The mean of means for the experimental teachers 
is 2.45 and is 2.42 for control teachers. Table 27 in Appendix F presents the means and 
standard deviations for the COS-R teacher self-assessments. Table 28 in Appendix F 
presents the means and standard deviations for the COS-R in which teachers were rated 
by external observers. The range of scores for the experimental teachers is 1.80 to 2.67 
and the range for the control teachers is 1.00 to 2.47. The mean of means for the 
experimental teachers is 2.25 and is 1.81 for control teachers.
Table 14 breaks the teacher self-rated COS-R findings into subcategories, while 
Table 15 breaks the ratings by external observers into subcategories. Based on the mean 
scores, external observers rated both experimental and control teachers lower than the 
teachers rated themselves. However, it should be noted that for the categories of Problem 
Solving and Research Strategies for both experimental and control groups, the number of 
external observers who witnessed these strategies taking place was much lower than the 
number of teachers who self-reported on these behaviors. In addition, this discrepancy 
between the number of behaviors witnessed by external observers and self-reports existed 
for control teachers in the categories of Critical Thinking and Creative Thinking.
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Table 14
Results from COS-R Subscales: Teacher Self-Rated
Experimental (n=16) Control (n---24)
M SD M SD
Curriculum Planning and Delivery 2.59 21 2.65 .36
Accommodations for Individual 2.59 .30 2.43 .41
Differences
Problem Solving 2.52 .38 2.53 .49
Critical Thinking Strategies 2.41 .46 2.42 .44
Creative Thinking Strategies 2.55 .44 2.51 .44
Research Strategies 2.11 .45 2.04 .67
Table 15
Results from COS-R Subscales: External Observers
Experimental Control
n M SD n M SD
Curriculum Planning and Delivery 16 2.24 .50 24 2.04 .78
Accommodations for Individual 16 2.26 .68 23 2.08 .58
Differences
Problem Solving 1 2.00 1 2.00
Critical Thinking Strategies 12 2.07 .81 14 1.79 .67
Creative Thinking Strategies 15 2.05 .69 11 1.64 .72
Research Strategies 2 2.00 - 2 1.00
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For experimental teachers, a paired samples t-test was run for each category of the 
COS-R to determine if a statistically significant difference exists between how the 
teachers rated themselves and how they were rated by external observers. A statistically 
significant difference was found in two of the six categories, Curriculum Planning and 
Delivery and Creative Thinking Skills. Table 16 reflects the findings from these paired 
samples t-tests.
Table 16
Results from Paired Samples t-test o f Teacher Self-Perceptions and External Observer 
Perceptions on the COS-R: Experimental Teachers
n=16 M SD t Sig. (2-tailed)
Curriculum Planning and Delivery .35 .59 2.39 .031*
Accommodations for Individual .33 .85 1.57 .14
Differences
Problem Solving
Critical Thinking Skills .41 .89 1.59 .14
Creative Thinking Skills .50 .70 2.78 .015*
Research Strategies -.10 .14 -1.00 .50
* p < .05
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For control teachers, a paired samples t-test was run for each category of the 
COS-R to determine if a statistically significant difference exists between how the 
teachers rated themselves and how they were rated by external observers. A statistically 
significant difference was found in four of the six categories. These included Curriculum 
Planning and Delivery; Accommodations for Individual Differences; Critical Thinking 
Skills; and Creative Thinking Skills. It is important to note that no determination of 
significance could be made for the category of Problem Solving because only one 
external observer noted witnessing behaviors in this category. Table 17 presents findings 
from the paired samples t-test.
Table 17
Results from Paired Samples t-test o f  Teacher Self-Perceptions and External Observer 
Perceptions on the COS-R: Control Teachers
n=16 M SD t Sig. (2-tailed)
Curriculum Planning and Delivery .61 .82 3.62 .001*
Accommodations for Individual .34 .60 2.76 .012*
Differences
Problem Solving
Critical Thinking Skills .59 .89 2.49 .027*
Creative Thinking Skills .72 .81 2.93 .015*
Research Strategies 1.40 .85 2.33 .258
* p< .05
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Results of Personal Interviews 
Personal interviews were conducted with ten participants in order to extend the 
researcher’s understanding of the teachers’ responses to the Teacher Questionnaire. 
These teachers were selected based on their scores on the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy 
Scale (short form) and the Classroom Observation Scale-Revised (COS-R); the five 
lowest scoring teachers and the five highest scoring teachers across both scales were 
interviewed in person, by phone, or via email. Seven control teachers and three 
experimental teachers participated in the interview process.
Question 1 asked participants to discuss their overall sense of efficacy in working 
with gifted students. Out of the five teachers with a high sense of efficacy, four 
mentioned that they felt very confident in working with gifted students. One of these 
teachers stated, “I get gifted students. I feel very comfortable with gifted students and 
really feel that I can meet their academic needs.” The fifth teacher mentioned that while 
she feels confident most of the time, planning time becomes an issue and therefore she 
knows that at times she falls short in doing all that she should be doing. Two of these 
teachers credited their college coursework with their feelings of high-efficacy in working 
with gifted students. One stated that, “Many of the workshops I have attended have 
helped me to be able to work with gifted and high ability students. The techniques that I 
learned have helped me to design better lesson plans that have been very effective.”
Of those teachers with low efficacy scores, one stated that she feels incredibly 
confident in meeting the needs of her gifted students because she has a lot of experience 
with these types of students. Two stated that they are still learning how to work with 
gifted learners, and two stated that they feel relatively confident in meeting the needs of
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their gifted students. One teacher specifically mentioned that although she feels 
confident in meeting their social and emotional needs, she should be working harder on 
meeting their academic needs.
Two teachers with low feelings of efficacy mentioned time management as a real 
hindrance to their feelings of efficacy in working with gifted students. One stated that 
while knowledge of differentiation strategies is there, the time to plan and put these 
strategies into action is non-existent. The other teacher addressed feelings of frustration 
when the students have more knowledge in any given area, and the ability to take the 
students further is just not present. Both stated an extreme desire to work more 
effectively with their gifted students.
Question 2 of the interview focused on each participant’s awareness level of 
gifted students in their classrooms prior to participating in Project Athena. Three of the 
teachers interviewed, based on high efficacy scores, stated that participating in Project 
Athena did not make them any more aware of their gifted students because they were 
always aware o f these students. Another teacher interviewed stated that being a part of 
Project Athena “has made me more aware of the higher levels these children can do and 
they need to do. It has allowed me to become more aware of ways to help them grow as 
thinkers.” The fifth teacher interviewed commented that while she was always aware of 
her gifted students, Project Athena added to her knowledge base. She stated, “I feel as if I 
have a better understanding of what they are capable of doing and how to offer it to them 
so that they ‘get it’ and it has also helped me to understand how to adapt the curriculum 
for those students that are not gifted learners.”
Two of the teachers with low efficacy scores on the Teacher Questionnaire stated
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that being a part of Project Athena has definitely made them more aware of the gifted 
students in their classrooms. A third teacher explained that it has not made her any more 
aware of these students, and a fourth acknowledged that while she has always been aware 
of these students, she now feels reminded to implement a variety of strategies and to use 
multiple resources that are available to her. She stated that, “being involved in this 
project has reminded her “to keep abreast of new information” regarding strategies for 
working with gifted learners. The fifth teacher expressed concern about what to do to 
meet their needs now that awareness has been elevated, stating a real desire “to know if 
my children are getting as much out of it as other teachers in the trained classrooms.”
Question 3 o f the interview focused on background training and professional 
development experiences and how these experiences have affected their views of gifted 
students. All five teachers with high efficacy scores report having extensive training 
experiences in gifted education. Four of these teachers stated that their school divisions 
had provided extensive professional development in gifted education. One of these 
teachers also reported taking college coursework in gifted as well. A fifth teacher 
explained that while she had not participated in any sessions in her school district, she did 
complete an endorsement program through a local university.
Two of the teachers who scored lowest on the Teacher Questionnaire confirmed 
that they had not received any training in gifted education at all. One explained that she 
had taken many professional development courses through her school division, and stated 
that, “Basic training should be given to all teachers as it has definitely helped me to better 
understand how to teach these students.” Another teacher explained that the only training 
in gifted education that she had ever received was through Project Athena, and that she is
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beginning to understand what she should be doing with the gifted students in her 
classroom.
Question 4 of the personal interview asked teachers to explain their greatest 
obstacles in working with gifted students in their classrooms. Three of the teachers who 
scored high on the efficacy scales reported that their biggest obstacles were the Virginia 
Standards of Learning which stem from the No Child Left Behind Act. One of these 
teachers expressed that “my administrator does not come in and ask me what I am doing 
for my gifted learners. She is only concerned with what I doing for my slow learners.” 
This leads to little incentive on the part of the teacher to do additional planning for gifted 
students. Another teacher with high efficacy stated that time for planning was a problem 
for her; while the fifth teacher reported that keeping her gifted students challenged was 
her biggest obstacle.
Of those who scored lowest on the Teacher Questionnaire, time was the biggest 
obstacle in working with gifted learners for four of the teachers. One stated that she felt 
an obligation to spend her time re-teaching skills to special education students, while time 
to develop high-level questioning was a concern for another teacher. A third teacher 
reported that more time was needed to plan for the wide range of ability levels in her 
class. Another teacher stated that she did not have the time to find appropriate material 
and curriculum for her gifted students. The biggest obstacle faced by another teacher 
with low self-efficacy pertained to the low socio-economic status of the children in the 
class, as this results in low parent participation and behavior issues that makes in-depth 
class discussions difficult.
The purpose of Question 5 of the personal interviews was to learn what
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differentiation strategies teachers implement with gifted students in their classrooms. 
Strategies mentioned by those teachers who scored highest on the efficacy scales 
included: pre-testing; use of technology; ability grouping; high-level questioning 
strategies; learning contracts; Tic-Tac-Toe Boards; Accelerated Math; Jacob’s Ladder, 
and curriculum compacting. The strategies discussed by those teachers with the lowest 
efficacy scores included: guided reading; flexible grouping; art projects; learning 
contracts; grouping strategies; high-level questioning strategies; critical thinking; 
independent projects; Venn Diagrams; and literature webs. Grouping strategies, high- 
level questioning, and learning contracts were the differentiation strategies mentioned 
most often by both groups of teachers.
Findings for Research Question 1 
Research Question 1 focused on the background training, experiences, and 
perceived use of differentiation strategies of participating teachers. Descriptive statistics 
reveal that the teachers participating in this study have a wide range of experience 
spanning from a first year teacher to veteran teachers with more than 20 years of 
teaching. The majority of the teachers hold a Bachelor’s degree with nearly half holding 
Master’s degrees as well. The majority of participants do not hold a gifted endorsement. 
A small percentage of participants have been personally identified as being gifted and/or 
are the parent of an identified gifted child. The open-ended questions of the Teacher 
Questionnaire indicate that the majority o f teachers participating in this study do not feel 
that gifted students will learn if appropriate strategies are not incorporated into the 
classroom. In addition, teachers participating in the personal interviews indicated they 
used a variety of differentiation strategies to meet the needs of the gifted students.
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Findings for Research Question 2 
Research Question 2 examined the difference in perceived self-efficacy of trained 
Project Athena experimental teachers and untrained Project Athena control teachers. Data 
analyzed to answer this question were collected from Part II of the Teacher 
Questionnaire. A t-test of independent means found a statistically significant difference 
between experimental and control teachers’ sense of efficacy, with control teachers rating 
themselves higher than the experimental teachers on the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy 
Scale (short form). A statistically significant difference was also found in regards to how 
well teachers feel they can craft good questions for their students, with control teachers 
rating themselves higher than the experimental teachers. Table 18 presents the means 
and standard deviations for the responses to each of the 12 questions for experimental and 
control teachers separately.
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Table 18
Means and Standard Deviations for Teachers ’ Sense o f Efficacy Scale (short form)
Experimental (n =16) Control (n-=24)
M SD M SD
Question 1 7.31 1.40 8.29 1.33
Question 2 6.75 .86 7.29 1.30
Question 3 7.06 1.18 7.46 1.50
Question 4 7.19 1.28 7.25 1.33
Question 5 6.75 1.24 7.58 1.21
Question 6 7.75 .68 7.96 1.04
Question 7 7.25 1.18 7.42 1.14
Question 8 7.63 1.09 8.08 .88
Question 9 7.44 1.21 7.30 1.30
Question 10 7.69 1.01 7.80 1.12
Question 11 6.50 1.21 6.33 1.34
Question 12 7.00 .82 7.30 1.23
An independent samples t-test was run to determine if any statistically significant 
difference exists between the responses of experimental teachers and control teachers to 
the questions on the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (short form). A statistically 
significant difference was found for Questions 1 and 5. Question 1 addresses the degree 
to which the teacher feels in control of disruptive behavior in the classroom. This 
question falls under the category of Classroom Management in the subscales defined by 
Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy (2001). A statistically significant t-value of .032 was
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found with control teachers rating themselves higher than the experimental teachers. 
Question 5 addresses how well the teacher feels he/she can craft good questions for 
his/her students. This question falls under the category of Instructional Strategies in the 
subscales defined by Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy (2001). A statistically 
significant t-value of .041 was found with control teachers rating themselves higher than 
the experimental teachers. Table 19 presents the t-values and significance for each 
question.
Table 19
Independent Samples t-test fo r  Teachers ’ Sense o f Efficacy Scale (short form)
N=40 t Sig. (2-tailed)
Question 1 -2.23 .032*
Question 2 -1.59 .12
Question 3 -.89 .38
Question 4 -.15 .88
Question 5 -2.11 .041*
Question 6 -7.04 .49
Question 7 -.45 .66
Question 8 -1.47 .15
Question 9 .36 .72
Question 10 -.78 .44
Question 11 .40 .69
Question 12 -.90 .37
*p<.05
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Open-ended questions revealed emergent themes in working with gifted students. 
When it comes to the greatest personal strengths in working with gifted students, 
emerging themes among the teachers included: flexibility; having high expectations; 
understanding the unique needs of gifted learners; ability to motivate; and patience. With 
respect to effectively working with gifted students, 15 of the 40 participating teachers 
revealed that they feel successful in planning for different ability levels, 16 teachers feel 
somewhat successful, and seven teachers do not feel successful at all. With regards to 
keeping even the most unmotivated students interested in Language Arts, 24 teachers feel 
successful, seven teachers feel somewhat successful, and six do not feel they are 
successful. Out of the 40 participants, 13 revealed that they had not had any effective 
professional development experiences on working with gifted learners, 15 had 
participated in college courses or professional development sessions which helped them 
to effectively work with their gifted students, and four had only received effective 
training while participating in Project Athena.
Personal interviews revealed that all teachers, both experimental and control, felt 
confident in working with gifted learners prior to Project Athena. The experimental 
teachers believe that participating in the study definitely gave them more effective 
strategies with which to use with their gifted students, adding to their self-efficacy in 
working with gifted learners. Several of the control teachers interviewed had specialized 
backgrounds in gifted or special education, which led to an understanding of 
differentiating for all learners. For those interviewed, lack of time and the No Child Left 
Behind Act were the two most commonly mentioned barriers in the ability to offer 
effective services to their gifted students.
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Findings for Research Question 3 
Research Question 3 examined the relationships between teachers’ self­
perceptions and external observer scores on the COS-R. Data analyzed to answer this 
question were collected from Part IV of the Teacher Questionnaire. Teachers were asked 
to self-assess themselves using the COS-R. The COS-R was also used by external 
observers to collect data on actual demonstrated behaviors that were then compared to 
teacher perceptions of behaviors. Two paired samples t-tests, one for experimental 
teachers and one for control teachers, were run to determine if  any statistical significance 
could be found between teacher self-ratings and the ratings o f external observers. Table 
20 presents the means, standard deviations, t value, and significance for each paired 
samples t-test.
Table 20
Results from Paired-samples t-test o f  Teacher Self-Perceptions and External Observer 
Perceptions on the COS-R.
M SD t Sig. (2-tailed)
Experimental 2.45 21 1.71 .10
Self (n=16)
Experimental 2.20 .55
External (n=16)
Control Self 2.42 .35 3.37 .003*
(n=24)
Control 1.93 .62
External (n=24)
*p<.05
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No statistically significant difference was found between the way Project Athena 
experimental teachers rated themselves on the COS-R and how they were rated by 
external observers. A statistically significant difference was found between the way 
Project Athena control teachers rated themselves and how external observers rated them, 
with the teachers rating themselves higher on the COS-R than they were rated by the 
external observers. In addition, no statistically significant difference was found between 
the way Project Athena experimental rated themselves and how the control teachers rated 
themselves when a t-test of independent means was run. Table 21 presents these 
findings.
Table 21
Results from Independent t-test o f  Teacher Self-Perceptions
M SD t Sig. (2-tailed)
Experimental 2.45 .27 .287 .775
Self (n=16)
Control Self 2.42 .35
(n=24)
* p < .05
Summary of Findings 
The following are the major findings from this study on the impact of professional 
development on teacher perceptions of self-efficacy and differentiated classroom 
behaviors in Title I regular classroom:
1. More experimental teachers have gifted endorsements than do control
teachers; more control teachers have Master’s degrees; both groups have equal 
experience teaching; the control group has more experience teaching gifted
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students; more of the control population has been identified as gifted than the 
experimental population; more experimental teachers have gifted children 
than control teachers.
2. In 10 out of the 12 questions on the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (short 
form), there was no statistically significant difference in how the experimental 
teachers rated themselves as compared to how the control teachers rated 
themselves.
3. A statistically significant difference was found in how experimental and 
control teachers rated themselves on two of the questions. One question 
pertained to classroom management and asked, “How much can you do to 
control disruptive behavior in the classroom?” The other pertained to 
instructional strategies and asked, “To what extent can you craft good 
questions for your students?” Each difference favored control teachers.
4. Experimental teachers rated themselves similar to external reviewers’ ratings 
on the COS-R.
5. Control teachers rated themselves significantly higher than the external 
observers rated them.
6. The Project Athena experimental teachers mentioned a greater awareness of 
meeting the needs of their gifted students as a result of participation in the 
Athena-based professional development sessions.
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Chapter V
Discussion, Conclusions, and Implications 
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to investigate how Project Athena teachers vary in 
background training, teaching experience, and their sense of efficacy in the classroom. 
Additionally, it examined their self-perceptions of how well they use research-based 
strategies for differentiation with their gifted students. Finally, it explored how teachers’ 
self-perceptions compare to the ratings of external observers on the same instrument.
This study investigated the impact of professional development and the use of 
high-powered curriculum on the self-perception of regular classroom teachers in Title I 
schools participating in the federal Javits grant, Project Athena. Specifically it examined 
the role professional development plays in the effective implementation of advanced 
curriculum in the regular classroom setting, as well as the execution of differentiation 
strategies with gifted students within those classrooms.
The goal of this chapter is to discuss the results that were presented in Chapter IV, 
discuss findings, and draw conclusions based on the data collected during this study, and 
explore the implications of this research for future research and practice. Data were 
collected regarding participating teachers’ background training, experience, and 
perceptions of strategy use to help the researcher better understand their responses to Part 
II-IV of the Teacher Questionnaire. Part II was the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale 
(short form) on which the teachers self-reported on general teaching behaviors. Part III 
consisted of five open-ended questions regarding personal experiences teaching gifted 
students, professional development opportunities, and self-efficacy. The final section of
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the Teacher Questionnaire consisted of the Classroom Observation Scale -  Revised 
(COS-R) in which the teachers were asked to self-assess themselves on research-based 
strategies for gifted learners. Their responses were then compared to the ratings of 
external reviewers. The findings from this study fall into three distinct categories: 
Background Training and Experience; Professional Development; Perceived Self- 
Efficacy; and Perceived Strategy Use.
Discussion
Background Training and Experience
In order to learn and improve the implementation of differentiation skills with 
gifted learners, teachers must first be trained in working with these unique learners. 
Through professional development sessions and academic coursework, teachers should 
gain a greater understanding of the characteristics and special needs common to this 
population of students. With the majority of our schools organizing classes 
heterogeneously, teachers must work with students who demonstrate varying degrees of 
ability. Unfortunately, the majority of teachers have received little, if any, guidance in 
working with their gifted learners (Archambault, Westberg, Brown, Hallmark, Emmons, 
& Zhang, 1993; Westberg & Daoust, 2003). This study confirms that the majority of 
teachers working in regular classrooms do not have the experiences necessary to 
effectively implement differentiation strategies for gifted students.
This study was carried out with teachers who are currently participating in Project 
Athena. Seven school districts serving economically disadvantaged students throughout 
Virginia, Maryland, and South Carolina were chosen to participate in Project Athena.
The participating school districts were chosen by William and Mary and then the schools
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randomly assigned teachers to experimental or comparison groups. A total of 40 teachers 
participated in this study. Sixteen of the participants were part of Project Athena’s 
experimental group while 24 were part of the control group. When it comes to highest 
degree earned, more of the control teachers have Master’s Degrees than the experimental 
teachers. Both groups in this study have equal teaching experience, with a total mean of 
6-10 years. Approximately 68.8% of the experimental group has been teaching for 10 
years or less, while 66.7% of the control group has been teaching for 10 years or less. In 
addition, 31.4% of the experimental teachers have taught for more than 10 years and 
33.3% of the control teachers have been teaching for more than 10 years.
This study revealed that while more of those in the experimental group have 
gifted endorsements, a greater percentage of teachers in the control group have more 
experience teaching gifted students. Of the control teachers, 25% have been working 
with gifted learners for over 10 years, while only 12.5% of the experimental teachers 
have worked with gifted for more than 10 years. In addition, a larger number of 
participants in the control group have been identified as gifted themselves than was the 
case in the experimental group. In addition, more experimental teachers have children 
who have been identified as gifted than those in the control population.
From this demographic information, it is interesting to note that the control 
teachers have also earned a greater number of advanced degrees than the experimental 
teachers. It is also interesting that the experimental teachers spoke more highly of the 
Project Athena sessions than any other professional development they have experienced 
in regards to working with gifted learners.
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Professional Development
The first step in encouraging the implementation of effective teaching strategies is 
offering valuable professional development sessions to teachers. This is the “primary 
methodology through which teachers update their skills and new teachers are socialized 
to the priorities of a particular school and/or district” (VanTassel-Baska, 2002). Effective 
professional development should include the following essential elements: focus on 
content knowledge; opportunities for active learning; continuous and ongoing with 
opportunities for follow-up; and coherence with other learning activities (Garet, Porter, 
Desimone, Birman, & Yoon, 2001; Guskey, 2000; Hawley and Valli, 1999). In order to 
increase content area knowledge, it is critical that teachers participate in professional 
development sessions that focus on subject matter content and pedagogy that directly 
pertained to the areas in which they teach. There should also be opportunities for teachers 
to “become actively engaged in meaningful discussion, planning, and practice” (Garet et 
al, 2001, p. 925). This includes receiving feedback from supervisors following classroom 
observations, making presentations to faculty, and being given opportunities to observe 
other classroom teachers. Finally, professional development activities can promote 
coherence by building on previous sessions, aligning content and pedagogy to state and 
district standards, and encouraging communication among teachers (Garet et al, 2001).
Professional development should also be clearly linked to district-defined 
expectations for teacher performance, research-based best practices, content area 
standards, and the needs of the student population (Dudney, 2002; Guskey, 2000;
Klingner, Ahwee, Pilonieta, &Menendez, 2003; Mayo, 1997). However, providing these 
links at the front-end of professional development is not enough. The implementation
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and impact on student learning of the instructional strategies presented during 
professional development must also be evaluated (Guskey, 2000). These outcomes can 
be ascertained through the teacher evaluation process. The results of this study support 
the prevalent themes in literature on professional development.
The majority of teachers participating in this study have had less than 10 hours of 
professional development specific to gifted learners. Not including the Project Athena 
professional development seminars, 68.8% of the experimental and 75% of the control 
teachers report less than 10 hours of training in gifted education. Furthermore, what 
many of these teachers identified as gifted professional development sessions may or may 
not in fact be on research-based differentiation strategies for gifted learners. Some of the 
training sessions listed by teachers as gifted professional development include: CSMP 
math training, Junior Great Books, MPRGS evaluation, in-service public school course, 
math strategies class, and Young Scholars Summer Institute. While several of these such 
as Junior Great Books and Young Scholars may address content that is appropriate for 
gifted learners, they do not necessarily focus on differentiation strategies. The other 
training sessions mentioned as gifted professional development, such as MPRGS 
evaluation, CSMP math training, in-service public school course, and math strategies 
class were not accompanied by enough information for the researcher to draw definitive 
conclusions regarding their effectiveness in acquainting teachers with differentiation 
strategies.
The fact that so few teachers have received any training in working with gifted 
students is disappointing as all of the teachers participating in this study currently teach 
gifted students in their classroom. This lack of professional knowledge often leads to
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decreased self-efficacy (Bandura, 1994), particularly in regards to the education of gifted 
learners. While this study did not find a lower sense of efficacy on the Teachers’ Sense 
of Efficacy Scale (short form) for control teachers who have received less professional 
development through Project Athena, the form was not specifically geared for teachers of 
the gifted. In addition, this is a self-report survey and it requires teachers to be honest 
about their teaching abilities and comfort level, something that may be difficult for even 
the most experienced teachers. These findings do not diminish the fact that professional 
development activities are known to play a vital role in the education of these teachers to 
improve self-efficacy as well as instructional practice. The accuracy of these teachers’ 
attitudes and beliefs regarding gifted students may improve with strong professional 
development opportunities, leading to greater student achievement (Sanders & Horn,
1998; Sanders & Rivers, 1996; Stronge, 2002; Tucker & Stronge, 2005).
The Project Athena experimental teachers interviewed (n=3), on the other hand, 
mentioned a greater awareness of meeting the needs of their gifted students as a result of 
participation in the professional development sessions. When it comes to planning for 
multiple ability levels, including gifted learners, one experimental teacher stated that “the 
William and Mary program has helped me be more successful than before I taught it.” A 
second teacher stated that “Project Athena has taught me how to teach Language Arts 
more effectively to all my students, not just my gifted ones.” A third teacher stated, 
“Sharing with colleagues in Athena workshops and listening to professors and experts in 
the field has reaffirmed by professional integrity and ability.” All of these teacher 
comments show the benefit for teachers of professional development that is well- 
structured and focused on the needs of gifted learners, a finding consistent with several
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studies (Gallagher & Gallagher, 1994; Hansen & Feldhusen, 1994; Heath, 1997; Rogers, 
2002; Tomlinson, Callahan, Moon, Tomchin, Landrum & Imbeau, et al., 1995).
Another aspect of this study that supports the research on the need for 
professional development in gifted education is the teachers’ comments about gifted 
students’ ability to succeed without differentiation which shows their lack of 
understanding about the needs of the gifted. More than half of the participating teachers 
feel that gifted students will learn no matter what strategies are implemented in the 
classroom. One experimental teacher stated this is because gifted students are 
“inquisitive and creative” while another stated that “they are usually quicker learners and 
self-motivated.” While research does support these comments (Colangelo & Davis,
2003; Tomlinson, 1996; VanTassel-Baska, 2003b, 2005), research also suggests that the 
gifted students will not always stay self-motivated and productive learners if their 
academic and social needs are not being met (A Nation At Risk, 1984; Colangelo, 
Assouline, & Gross, 2004; Silverman, 2004; Winebrenner, 2001). These comments 
demonstrate that teachers are lacking in even the most basic knowledge regarding the 
characteristics of the gifted.
Perceived Self-Efficacy
Research shows that there is a strong positive effect on student achievement when 
teachers believe that they are positively influencing their students’ learning (Bandura, 
1994; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy & Hoy, 1998). Those with low self-efficacy in a 
given area tend to fear failure, stopping them from even attempting to be successful. 
Individuals with a high sense of self-efficacy in a given area or on a specific task tend to 
be more task-oriented and demonstrate greater resilience when faced with difficult
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situations or failures (Bandura, 1994). This concept of self-efficacy is a powerful 
component in professional growth and in the improvement of educational opportunities 
for students.
This study found that on 10 out of the 12 questions on the Teachers’ Sense of 
Efficacy Scale (short form), there was no statistically significant difference in how the 
experimental teachers rated themselves as compared to how the control teachers rated 
themselves. This may be due to the fact that participation in this study was voluntary, 
possibly resulting in a group that is more alike than different (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2003). 
The teachers who chose to participate may be more self-efficacious in general, which 
may be why they chose to participate initially. If participation had been mandatory, 
findings may have been significantly different.
A statistically significant difference was found, however, in how experimental 
and control teachers rated themselves on two of the questions. One of these questions 
pertained to classroom management and the other to instruction. On the Instructional 
Strategies section, the control teachers rated themselves higher than the population used 
to norm the instrument and the experimental group rated themselves lower. Both groups 
rated themselves higher than the normed group on the Classroom Management question.
The fact that the control teachers feel more efficacious in Instructional Strategies 
and in Classroom Management may be due to the fact that they have experienced more 
mastery teaching experiences. These experiences, according to Bandura (1994), are the 
most effective way of developing and improving self-efficacy. Such mastery experiences 
are the result of greater time in the classroom, and therefore more opportunities to feel 
success have been possible for control teachers as they average more time teaching gifted
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students than the experimental teachers.
Perceptions o f Differentiated Teaching Behaviors
As the National Excellence report stated, gifted students already know 35-50% of 
the curriculum before they begin the school year. With traditional schools in our country 
arranging students based on age and not ability, the continuum of knowledge in any given 
heterogeneous classroom is vast. When differentiation strategies are used effectively, 
however, the needs of most learners can be met. How teachers perceive such strategy-use 
in their classrooms is critical to the successful implementation of these strategies.
When it comes to how well teachers participating in this study perceive 
differentiated teaching behaviors in their classrooms, the external reviewers and the 
experimental teacher ratings were similar on the Classroom Observation Scale- Revised 
(COS-R). This comparable rating is most likely due to the reception of professional 
development that examined the purpose of the COS-R, resulting in a greater 
understanding on the part of the trained teachers as to what the specific behaviors listed 
mean. In addition, experimental teachers participated in workshops designed to help 
them effectively implement the differentiation strategies with gifted students in their 
classrooms, leading to a better understanding of the categories of differentiation specific 
to the COS-R.
Control teachers rated themselves much higher on the COS-R than the external 
observers rated them, a finding consistent with earlier studies of regular classroom 
teachers’ perceptions of using differentiated behaviors (VanTassel-Baska, Zuo, Avery, & 
Little, 2002). This discrepancy may possibly be based on a lack of understanding of the 
COS-R and what the teaching behaviors listed on the form really mean. Another possible
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reason for this discrepancy may be that many of these teachers have never been given any 
feedback regarding the effective implementation of differentiation strategies from outside 
observers. Finally, as one experimental teacher reported, “I know just enough now to be 
dangerous. I know what I should be doing, and am more aware when I am not doing it.” 
Control teachers, on the other hand, do not have the benefit of this knowledge.
Implications for Research and Practice 
Implications for Research
As an exploratory study on the impact of professional development on teacher 
perceptions of self-efficacy and differentiated classroom behaviors in regular classrooms, 
this study presented few findings of statistical significance. It did, however, provide data 
regarding the main questions being investigated, as well as several guidelines for future 
research.
This study also shows that experience may be more influential on self-efficacy 
than is training/endorsements, because control teachers rated themselves higher on the 
TSES than did the experimental teachers. While these higher ratings were only in 2 out 
of the 12 questions, these questions fell into two categories that are most likely to 
improve with increased teaching experience. Therefore, a study of a larger sample of 
teachers endorsed in gifted education vs. non-endorsed teachers in respect to self-efficacy 
and the use of differentiation strategies would be interesting to tease out the effects of 
systematic training in gifted education.
In addition, the overall sample size of 40 teachers was small. A larger sample 
would provide greater variability and therefore potentially more meaningful results. It 
would be beneficial to replicate this study under controlled conditions, as the voluntary
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nature of the study may have skewed the results.
Finally, the return rates for this study were lower than desired, especially in 
regards to experimental teachers. In order to replicate this study, further researchers 
would be advised to secure a more equivalent number of experimental and control 
participants.
Implications for Practice
In terms of practice, this study supports the need for more and diverse 
professional development opportunities in gifted education. Several Project Athena 
experimental teachers reported the value of sharing both successes and failures with one 
another during professional development activities. Such opportunities to learn from 
experts and/or from other participants in the session allows for vicarious experiences to 
occur, an important strategy in improving feelings of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1994). In 
addition, 13 of the 16 experimental teachers stated that Project Athena trainings raised 
their awareness of differentiation strategy use, again reinforcing the need for professional 
development opportunities that are on going, organized, and that offer deliberate follow- 
up.
This study also supports the use of an observation form, such as the COS-R, 
specifically designed for examining differentiation practices. When observing teachers, 
school administrators could use an observation form which identifies demonstrated 
differentiation strategies taking place in the classroom. In addition, the COS-R can be 
used as a tool for self-assessment and growth. Follow-up conferences structured around 
the observation tool could follow observations. Information gleaned from the COS-R 
over time could be used to develop needs-based professional development.
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Finally, to develop teacher self-efficacy, universities and school districts could 
create opportunities for mastery experiences with gifted students for their teachers. 
Opportunities that may offer such experiences include a practicum in teaching a class 
with gifted learners, internships with teachers experienced in gifted education, and co­
teaching opportunities with teachers experienced in gifted education. By exposing 
teachers to opportunities which may allow for mastery experiences, teachers may exhibit 
a stronger sense of efficacy regarding their teaching abilities, therefore motivating 
students more and increasing their cognitive development (Bandura, 1994).
Summary
Professional development is critical to teacher success in effectively 
differentiating instruction for gifted students. Providing opportunities for teachers to 
learn effective strategies will lead to enhanced self-efficacy, thereby leading to greater 
student success. This study was intended to explore the effectiveness of such 
professional development on teachers’ perceptions of self-efficacy and the use of 
differentiated classroom behaviors in Title I regular classrooms. While the results of this 
study did not support that the experiences working with gifted learners of experimental 
teachers were stronger or more lengthy than those of control teachers, this research has 
provided directions for further studies on how the role of experience with special learners 
affects self-perception of efficacy, independent of professional preparations.
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Dear Project Athena Teacher,
My name is Kim Tyler and I am a doctoral candidate in the Educational 
Leadership program at the College of William and Mary with an emphasis in gifted 
education. I am currently working on a dissertation that will study the impact of 
professional development on teacher perceptions of self-efficacy and the effective 
implementation of differentiation strategies as an extension of Project Athena. I am 
writing to ask for your participation in this study.
Participation would involve the completion of the Teacher Questionnaire, an 
instrument that should take between five to ten minutes to complete. Based on your 
responses, a sample of teachers from participating schools would then be selected for 
personal interviews conducted by the researcher. The questionnaire and self-evaluation 
form will need to be completed and returned no later than January 10,2006. The 
interviews will be scheduled from January 23 -  February 17, 2006, and will consist of 
five questions. Your identity and any responses you provide will remain confidential. 
The identity of your school will also be modified to protect those participating in the 
study. You have the right to discontinue participation at any time and/or to refuse to 
answer any questions asked of you
Please complete the enclosed form indicating your willingness to participate in 
this study and return it along with the Teacher Questionnaire in the envelope provided by 
January 10,2006. Feel free to contact me at 4ktyler@cox.net if  you have any questions 
or concerns regarding participation. Thank you so much for your time and participation -  
words cannot express how much this means to me. Please accept the enclosed bookmark 
as a small token of my sincere appreciation. I look forward to hearing from you soon!
Sincerely,
Kim Tyler
College of William and Mary 
4ktyler@cox.net
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Teacher Consent Form
I ,_______________________________ , agree to participate in a study involving
classroom teachers who work with gifted and talented students in a regular classroom 
setting This study will provide insight into the specific strategies and skills implemented 
with gifted and talented students in a regular classroom setting. It will also provide 
insight into the roles that professional development experiences and academic 
coursework play in the effective implementation of such strategies.
I understand that I will be expected to complete a questionnaire and self-evaluation form 
and return the items through the mail. I understand that I may be selected to participate 
in a focus group lasting approximately one hour in length. If selected for the focus group, 
I agree that I will read and review summaries of the information that is generated during 
the session to check and correct for accuracy.
I have been informed that any information obtained in this study will be recorded with a 
participant code that will allow only the researchers to determine my identity. At the 
conclusion of this study, the key linking me with the participant code will be destroyed. 
All efforts will be made to conceal my identity in the study’s report of results. My 
personal information will remain confidential.
I understand that there is no personal risk or discomfort directly involved with this 
research and that I am free to withdraw my consent and discontinue participation in this 
study at any time.
My decision to participate or not participate will not affect my relationships with my 
school, colleagues, administration, the researcher, or with the College of William and 
Mary. If I have any questions or problems that arise in connection with my participation 
in this study, I should contact Kim Tyler, the researcher, at 4ktvler@cox.net or 757-874- 
3321, or Dr. Michael Deschenes, the chair of the Protection of Human Subjects 
Committee at the College of William and Mary at 757-221-2778 or mrdesc@wm.edu.
My signature below signifies that I am at least 18 years of age, that I have received a 
copy of this consent from, and that I consent to participating in this study.
Date Signature of Participant
Date Signature of Investigator
THIS PROJECT WAS FOUND TO COMPLY WITH APPROPRIATE ETHICAL STANDARDS AND 
WAS EXEMPTED FROM THE NEED FOR FORMAL REVIEW BY THE COLLEGE OF WILLIAM 
AND MARY PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE (Phone 757-221-3901) ON 
2006-01-06 AND EXPIRES ON 2006-06-01.
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Teacher Questionnaire
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Teacher Questionnaire
The purpose of this study is to determine the impact that professional development has on teacher efficacy and 
classroom practices with gifted students in regular classroom settings. All information provided will be kept 
confidential and will be used only for the purposes of this study. Your participation is greatly appreciated.
I. Teacher Information (Please check the box that best describes you.)
1. Gender:
□ Male
2. Ethnicity:
□ African-American
□ Asian-American
□ Caucasian-American
□ Female
□ Hispanic-American
□ Native American
□ Other (______________ )
Highest Degree Earned:
□ BA/BS
□ MA/MS
□ Educational Specialist
□ Ed.D./Ph.D.
□ Other (____
Years of Teaching Experience: 
□ 0-1
□ 2-5
□ 6-10
□ 10-15
□ 16-20
□ More than 20
5. What grade level do you currently teach?
rd□ 3
□ 4"
□ 5
□ Other (_
6. How many years have you worked with gifted students?
□ 0-1 □ 10-15
□ 2-5 □ 16-20
□ 6-10 □ More than 20
7. Do you have an endorsement in gifted education?
□ Yes □ No
8. Are you the parent of a gifted child?
□ Yes □ No
9. Have you ever been identified as being gifted?
□ Yes □ No
10. How many Project Athena training sessions have you attended? (Check all that apply)
□ None □ Summer Institute II (August 2004)
□ Summer Institute I (June 2003) □ Mid-Winter Institute II (March 2005)
□ Mid-Winter Institute I (March 2004) □ Summer Institute III (August 2005)
11. Not including Project Athena, how many professional development hours focused on gifted learners 
have you attended in your teaching career?
□ Less than 1 □ 10-15 hours
□ 1-5 hours □ 15 or more
□ 6-10 hours
12. List any other training in gifted education in which you have participated:
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II. Teacher Beliefs
Directions: Please indicate vour ooinion about each of the Questions below bv marking anv 
one of the nine responses in the columns on the right side, ranging from (1) “None at all” to 
(9) “A Great Deal” as each represents a degree on the continuum.
Please respond to each of the questions by considering the combination of your current 
ability, resources, and opportunity to do each of the following in your present position. No
ne
 
at 
al
l
Ve
ry 
Li
ttl
e
So
me
 D
eg
re
e
Qu
ite
 A 
Bi
t
A 
G
re
at
 D
ea
l
1. How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the classroom? 0 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o
2. How much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in school 
work?
o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3. How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or noisy? 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o
4. How much can you do to help your students value learning? 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0
5. To what extent can you craft good questions for your students? 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0
6. How much can you do to get children to follow classroom rules? 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o
7. How much can you do to get students to believe they can do well in school 
work?
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8. How well can you establish a classroom management system with each group o f 
students?
0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 o
9. To what extent can you use a  variety o f  assessment strategies? 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10. To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or example when 
students are confused?
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11. How much can you assist families in helping their children do well in school? 0 0 o 0 0 o o 0 o
12. How well can you implement alternative teaching strategies in your classroom? 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o
Tschannen-Moran, M., & Woolfolk Hoy, A. (2001)
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HI. Perceptions of Efficacy with Gifted Learners
Please answer the following questions to the best of your ability. You may use the back of the paper 
if more room is needed.
1. Do you think gifted students will learn no matter what strategies you implement in the classroom? 
Why or why not?
2. What do you feel are your greatest strengths in working with gifted students?
3. How successful do you feel you are at planning for multiple ability levels, including gifted 
learners?
4. How successful do you feel in keeping even the most unmotivated students engaged in Language 
Arts?
5. What, if any, professional development sessions have been the most effective in increasing your 
confidence in working with gifted students? Please be specific.
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Part IV: The Classroom Observation Scale -  Revised (Part II)
Directions: Please rate yourself on each checklist item according to how well you feel you demonstrate 
each characteristic during the majority of your instructional activities. Please employ the following scale as 
you rate yourself:
3=Effective 2=Somewhat Effective 1 ineffective N/O = Not Observed
The teacher evidenced careful 
planning and classroom 
flexibility in implementation 
o f the behavior, eliciting many 
appropriate student responses. 
The teacher was clear, and 
sustained focus on the 
purposes o f learning.
The teacher evidenced some 
planning and/or classroom 
flexibility in implementation 
o f  the behavior, eliciting some 
appropriate student responses. 
The teacher was sometimes 
clear and focused on the 
purposes o f learning.
The teacher evidenced little or 
no planning and/or classroom 
flexibility in implementation 
o f  the behavior, eliciting 
minimal appropriate student 
responses. The teacher was 
unclear and unfocused 
regarding the purpose o f 
learning.
The listed behavior was not 
demonstrated during the time of 
the observation.
(NOTE: There must be an obvious 
attempt made for the certain 
behavior to be rated “ineffective” 
instead of “not observed”.)
General Teaching Behaviors
Curriculum Planning and Delivery 3 2 1 N/O
The teacher...
1. set high expectations for student performance..
2. incorporated activities for students to apply new knowledge.
3. engaged students in planning, monitoring or assessing their 
learning.
4. encouraged students to express their thoughts.
5. had students reflect on what they had learned.
Differentiated Teaching Behaviors
Accommodations for Individual Differences 3 2 1 N/O
The teacher...
6. provided opportunities for independent or group learning to promote 
depth in understanding content.
7. accommodated individual or subgroup differences (e.g., through 
individual conferencing, student or teacher choice in material 
selection and task assignments.)
8. encouraged multiple interpretations of events and situations.
9. allowed students to discover key ideas individually through 
structured activities and/or questions.
Problem Solving 3 2 1 N/O
The teacher...
10. employed brainstorming techniques.
11. engaged students in problem identification and definition
12. engaged students in solution-finding activities and comprehensive 
solution articulation.
Critical Thinking Strategies 3 2 1 N/O
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The teacher...
13. encouraged students to judge or evaluate situations, problems, or 
issues
14. engaged students in comparing and contrasting ideas 
(e.g., analyze generated ideas)
15. provided opportunities for students to generalize from concrete 
data or information to the abstract.
16. encouraged student synthesis or summary of information within 
or across disciplines.
Creative Thinking Strategies 3 2 1 N/O
The teacher...
17. solicited many diverse thoughts about issues or ideas.
18. engaged students in the exploration of diverse points of view to 
reframe ideas.
19. encouraged students to demonstrate open-mindedness and tolerance 
of imaginative, sometimes playful solutions to problems.
20. provided opportunities for students to develop and elaborate on their 
ideas.
Research Strategies 3 2 1 N/O
(It is atypical fo r  these to be observed in one session. Some teachers, however, may use Items #21-25 within a single 
period to illustrate the fu ll research process to students. Please note those observations in the comments section.)
The teacher...
21. required students to gather evidence from multiple sources through 
research-based techniques (e.g., print, non-print, internet, self­
investigation via surveys, interviews, etc.).
22. provided opportunities for students to analyze data and represent it 
in appropriate charts, graphs, or tables.
23. asked questions to assist students in making inferences from data 
and drawing conclusions.
24. encouraged students to determine implications and consequences of 
findings.
25. provided time for students to communicate research study findings 
to relevant audiences in a formal report and/or presentation.
VanTassel-Baska, Avery, Struck, Feng, Bracken, Drummond, & Stambaugh (2003)
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Appendix C 
Interview Questions
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Interview Questions
1. Talk about your sense of self-efficacy in working with gifted students.
2. Has being a part of Project Athena made you more aware of the gifted students in 
your classroom? How?
3. Has your district provided any training in working with gifted learners? What 
training have you taken on your own? How has participating in these professional 
development sessions affected your view of gifted students?
4. What are the biggest obstacles you face in working with gifted learners? How, if 
at all, do you overcome these obstacles?
5. What differentiation instructional strategies do you use with your gifted and other 
students and why?
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Appendix D 
Timeline o f Study
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November 30, 2005 
December 5 
December 15
January 6, 2006 
January 11
January 11
January 11
January 18 
January 20
January 23 -  February 17 
February 26 
February 26 -  March 8 
March 9 - 1 5  
March 17 
March 22 
April 5 
April 5 -14
Timeline of Study 
Received Approval 
Apply for Human Subjects approval 
Receive approval from Human Subjects 
Mail Teacher Questionnaires to teachers 
Receive data from teachers 
Email teachers who have not returned Teacher 
Questionnaire 
Initial data analysis
Preliminary selection of outliers for interviews 
Email teachers who have not returned Teacher 
Questionnaire 
Analyze data
Select participants for personal interviews 
Conduct interviews 
Analyze interview data
Write and submit Chapter 4 to Dr. VanTassel-Baska 
Write and submit Chapter 5 to Dr. VanTassel-Baska 
Attend Athena Celebration and Sharing as final follow- 
Final copy to committee 
Defend Dissertation 
Final revisions/Clean-up/Sign-off
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Appendix E 
Open-Ended Question Responses
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Table 22
Response to Teacher Questionnaire Question 1
YES NO BOTH
N Rationale N Rationale N Rationale
22 14 4
- Yes, gi ted - No, gifted students -Yes and no. Yes,
learners always have the same because they usually
learn because they learning issues that have a stronger
are inquisitive and regular ed students background
creative. have. They all need knowledge base and
Question 1: - Gifted students good instruction and repertoire of skills.
Do you think gifted will learn what they strategies to be No, because you
students will learn want to learn no successful. must have specific
no matter what matter what -I think that gifted strategies designed
strategies you strategies are students will learn to meet the needs of
implement in the implemented “better” if  “certain” gifted as other
classroom? Why or - Yes, because most strategies are in learners.
why not? gifted learners are place and used. - Yes, to a certain
natural leaders who Some may not leam extent if they have a
want to know more. without rich home
- Yes, but the degree differentiated environment which
and content will instruction. is supportive and
vary. Generally -No, gifted students provides a wide
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gifted students are 
naturally curious.
- Yes, they can learn 
because they are 
able to perform 
higher-level 
thinking.
- Yes, they are 
usually quicker 
learners and self- 
motivated.
- Yes, most of them 
will rise to whatever 
strategy was used.
- 1 believe that of 
course they will 
learn. To what 
extent is the 
question.
have the same 
distracters as regular 
education students. 
If the work is not 
interesting or 
challenging enough, 
they will lose 
interest or act up.
-I think that they can 
learn the basics. But 
in order for them to 
work to their 
potential they need 
to be pushed to it 
and teachers need 
certain strategies to 
do that.
-Not always. A 
gifted student may 
be bored and tune 
out.
-Not necessarily. 
Every student learns
range of material 
and experiences.
No if  the child does 
not have the 
motivation or above 
support system.
- For the most part, 
many gifted students 
will, but others who 
might have 
difficulties learning 
who are still gifted 
might need to have 
different strategies 
for understanding 
the concepts being 
taught.
- More so than the 
average student, but 
necessarily. They 
are generally more 
capable, but all 
students are deeply
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differently and is influenced.
motivated by
different things.
- No, I do not feel
that way because if
you do not
“connect” with them
and implement
different strategies,
they may not
understand what is
being taught.
- No, you still need
to address different
learning styles.
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Table 23
Response to Teacher Questionnaire Question 2:
Emergent Themes Representative Comments
Flexibility - Flexibility, an ability to offer a variety of 
learning options
- Being able to differentiate all types of 
lessons.
- The ability to be flexible and willingness 
to look for ways to try strategies to 
challenge learners.
- Realizing there are many different ways 
in which to teach and learn.
- Being able to differentiate all types of 
lessons.
- Offering a variety of learning 
experiences.
- Flexibility - 1 allow them to pursue 
interests.
- Letting them extend their own thinking 
“outside the box” and helping them to 
realize there is many times not one answer 
to questions.
- 1 try to be extremely flexible with my 
lessons.
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Having High Expectations - For my high-achieving students, I feel 
that I challenge them appropriately with 
enrichment activities.
- The ability to push them, accelerate them. 
High expectations.
- The ability to push them further and 
accelerate their learning. I also set very 
high expectation.
- 1 have high expectations for all my 
students.
- 1 have high expectations and can extend 
student learning further.
-I really challenge these students to be 
more thorough, more accurate, and more 
understanding than the “average” students.
- 1 am constantly pushing them to work 
hard in all subjects, not just the ones they 
excel in.
Understanding Individual Needs - Understanding each GT student as an 
individual. As a parent said to me, “You 
‘get’ my child.” A good understanding of 
characteristics of giftedness.
- Acceptance for differences and ability
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- 1 grew up with a gifted brother who 
struggled with many issues because he was 
never identified. I feel a great 
compassion/understanding for gifted 
students due to personal experiences.
- Looking at individual needs -  whether 
gifted or learning disabled, seeing the 
whole child and planning to meet his/her 
needs.
- Accept they are children despite 
giftedness and will still act like children.
- Understanding they are different.
Ability to Motivate - 1 know how to motivate and challenge 
students.
- 1 can motivate students.
- My ability to focus them on the work at 
hand.
- Positive reinforcement
- I am a mother of an identified gifted 
student, I care, and I think my 
students think of me as more than 
their teacher so they try harder.
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Patience
- Good wait time with questions.
- Patience and creativity
- Not giving up on them.
- Being gifted myself and having patience.
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Table 24
Response to Teacher Questionnaire Question 3
Successful Somewhat Successful Not Successful
N Rationale N Rationale N Rationale
15 16 7
- Very, I teach many - 1 feel moderately - At this point in my
levels of student successful due to the teaching career, not
throughout the day. pressure of helping that successful. I
-As a former special our school’s am still learning to
education teacher, I students make present curriculum
Question 3: 
How successful do 
you feel you are at 
planning for 
multiple ability 
levels, including 
gifted learners?
feel confident in 
planning for 
multiple ability 
levels through 
remediation and 
enrichment 
activities.
- 1 feel that this is
adequate yearly 
progress instead of 
being able to focus 
on my class’ 
individual needs.
- Somewhat. I still 
have to pull small 
groups for reteach
to the class as a 
whole. I hope to 
improve on 
differentiation with 
experience.
- 1 do not feel 
extremely successful 
in this area,
one of my strengths and remediation, but especially during
given that I have I don’t have to deal Reading and
always worked with with daily planning Language Arts. We
GT students and of multiple ability have so many
have never worked levels. interventions in
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with students who 
are most 
“challenged.”
- With the help of 
my team I feel 
successful.
- 1 feel very 
successful because it 
is a daily activity for 
me while planning 
lessons.
- The William and 
Mary program has 
helped me be more 
successful than 
before I taught it.
- 1 feel I am quite 
successful because 
every year I’ve 
taught I have had 
many levels in my 
classroom. I try to 
reach all my learners
- To some extent, if 
time and all the 
administrative work 
allows, even more.
- Somewhat. As a 
new teacher, this is a 
skill that I am 
working on: 
juggling multiple 
levels.
- 1 am somewhat 
successful -  could 
be more if lack of 
time was not an 
issue.
- 1 feel I am 
somewhat 
successful and I am 
willing to try new 
strategies.
- I would like to be 
more able. I feel 
that time or lack
place for the 
numerous amounts 
of below grade-level 
students that the 
“extra” planning 
necessary for the GT 
kids get pushed 
aside.
- 1 definitely 
struggle with it.
- With time 
restraints combined 
with teaching a new 
grade level, this has 
been difficult and 
honestly I don’t 
always plan 
different activities. 
Most times I plan 
engaging activities 
so all students will 
be engaged.
- 1 believe it is very
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and feel I do so very 
well.
- 1 do quite nicely in 
this area.
- Very successful. I 
try to differentiate 
learning and 
instruction based on 
assessing my 
students’ needs.
- 1 always plan my 
lessons for diverse 
learners. I 
differentiate each 
lesson to fit the 
needs of the students 
in my classroom.
- 1 feel comfortable 
planning for 
multiple ability level 
students because we 
have several levels 
in our classes. I
there of is a huge 
constraint.
- In reading, I 
believe that I am 
fairly successful at 
planning for all due 
to the basal reading 
program. I feel less 
successful in math.
I do much better 
planning for my 
lower-level group.
- 1 feel okay about 
planning, but often 
feel that I don’t have 
the time to spend 
with these students.
I often go to my 
lower ability 
students.
- I believe I am 
somewhat 
successful, but have
hard. I do not think 
that I am too good at 
it.
- Unfortunately, not 
as successful as I 
would like to due to 
circumstances, 
mostly time 
restraints, beyond 
my control.
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have a very gifted 
student in my class 
now and I have to 
plan accordingly.
much more to learn
about gifted learners
in particular.
- 50%
- Some days are
better than others.
There are abundance
of materials,
resources, content,
topics of study that
provide many
avenues of
learning/teaching for
the range of abilities
found in the
classrooms. It is the
management.
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Table 25
Response to Teacher Questionnaire Question 4
Successful Somewhat Successful Not Successful
N Rationale N Rationale N Rationale
24 7 6
Question 4: 
How successful do 
you feel in keeping 
even the most 
unmotivated 
students engaged in 
Language Arts?
- 1 can keep 
students engaged in 
a guided reading 
group by choosing 
good literature.
- My students are 
usually motivated in 
Language Arts.
- 1 use positive 
reinforcement and 
personal rewards as 
often as I can. A 
personal reward for 
a student (a sticker, 
a piece of candy) 
makes a big 
difference in 
keeping students
- 1 love Language 
Arts and strive to 
bring meaningful 
experiences to my 
students. It is a 
struggle though for 
my students to do 
well on standardized 
tests even though 
they enjoy reading 
and writing.
- To a large extent it 
depends on the types 
of literature and 
knowledge of each 
child’s background 
which allows me to 
help them make
- 1 have been having 
a challenging year in 
this area.
- 1 would like to be 
more successful. I 
try to motivate 
students in a variety 
of ways, but I would 
definitely like to 
learn more 
strategies.
- Not very on a 
regular basis.
- Not very. My lack 
of experience does 
not provide me with 
a lot of tried and 
proven strategies.
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focused and 
motivated.
- 1 feel that I have 
been extremely 
successful in 
keeping even the 
most unmotivated 
students engaged in 
Language Arts 
because I don’t give 
up until I find some 
link -  something 
which can be tied to 
reading.
- 1 am successful 
most o f the time.
I feel successful 
keeping students 
engaged in 
Language Arts.
They enjoy the 
games that I use and 
the literature that I
personal
connections or not.
- Somewhat by 
giving them choices, 
letting them read 
with partners, 
collaborate on 
projects, using 
graphic organizers, 
etc.
- 1 really try to 
figure out some 
level of connection 
with my students 
and use it to 
motivate them. I 
guess it is 
moderately 
successful.
- Depends on the 
material. If I can 
make it of some 
value to the
- This is a difficult 
task. I feel as if a 
lot of intrinsic 
motivation is 
stimulated through 
family and home 
life, and many of my 
students do not get 
the extra push from 
home.
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select.
- 1 usually have 
students engaged in 
classroom 
discussions. We 
read novels, and I 
can usually pull 
them all in to some 
level of interest.
- Pretty successful.
I try to vary the 
assignments.
- My least motivated 
students participate 
and achieve success. 
- 1 feel that I am 
doing a fine job by 
trying to keep it 
interesting for 
everyone.
- 1 feel pretty 
successful as I have 
a lot of positive
individual student, I 
can see their level of 
motivation greatly 
increase. However, 
it isn’t always 
possible when you 
have to cover an 
area and no matter 
how you teach it the 
student can appear 
bored and 
unmotivated.
- 1 would like to be 
more successful. I 
try to motivate 
students in a variety 
of ways, but I would 
definitely like to 
learn more 
strategies.
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feelings towards 
reading and writing. 
- 1 feel successful 
however it can get 
discouraging if they 
continue to be 
unmotivated. I 
usually find things 
that spark their 
interest.
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Table 26
Response to Teacher Questionnaire Question 5
YES NO Project Athena
N Rationale N Rationale N Rationale
13 15
Question 5: 
What, if any, 
professional 
development 
sessions have been 
the most effective 
in increasing your 
confidence in 
working with gifted 
students. Be 
specific
- Taking gifted 
classes at William 
and Mary was the 
most useful.
-I am currently 
taking a class 
through Casenex 
which has given me 
a fresh outlook on 
my students, eased 
some of my 
frustrations, and 
given me new ideas. 
- 1 can’t think of any 
by name. The ones 
that helped most 
were those that 
provided me with
- Haven’t had any 
conferences or 
programs designed 
specifically for that.
- 1 cannot think of 
one professional 
development session 
that increased my 
confidence.
- None
- 1 can’t single out 
any particular one. 
-None that I can 
remember.
- None - 1 have 
never attended one 
for gifted.
- 1 have not attended
- Athena has been 
awesome. I can’t 
wait until next year 
when I can spread it 
out over the whole 
year and mix in my 
own ideas with 
Jacob’s Ladder. 
-When I took the 
original William and 
Mary training, I 
realized that I had 
been “on the right” 
track all along. It 
justified and 
reinforced my 
program -  and gave 
me more
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hands-on materials any session that confidence.
or ideas for have dealt - Outside of Project
extensions. specifically with Athena have had no
- On-going gifted students. professional
attendance at - My interactions development.
various GT informal with my students in -Athena.
sessions -  before a natural caring way
and after school; is the key to my
Young Scholars success in working
Summer School with all students.
training; member of - We haven’t
VAG; professional received any
readings, the professional
children. development
- To be specific, training on working
sharing with with gifted students.
colleagues in PA - 1 really have not
workshops and attended a session
listening to on working with
professors and gifted students.
experts in the field -We haven’t had
has reaffirmed my many sessions
professional focusing on gifted
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integrity and ability.
- Workshops in 
Multiple
Intelligences, Child 
Development.
- The best sessions 
have been 
discussing lessons 
with my teammates. 
- 1 have had only 
one... Susan 
Winebrenner. She 
talked a lot about 
alternative activities.
- How to write 
differentiated lesson 
plans.
- My C.S.M.P. 
training. Most 
everything else has 
had very limited use 
in my “real world” 
educational
students.
- 1 have not attended 
any formal sessions.
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experience.
- 1 enjoyed a 
conference up in 
Manassas where I 
got to learn more 
about the testing and 
ways to identify. 
Also, I enjoyed 
various schools 
sharing success 
stories of
differentiating in the 
classroom.
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Appendix F
Results from Classroom Observation Scale - Revised
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Table 27
Means and Standard Deviations for COS-R: Teacher Self-Ratings
Experimental (n-=16) Control (n-=24)
M SD M SD
Question 1 2.69 .48 2.83 .38
Question 2 2.50 .52 2.63 .49
Question 3 2.25 .68 2.33 .82
Question 4 2.88 .34 2.79 .41
Question 5 2.63 .50 2.67 .48
Question 6 2.69 .48 2.54 .59
Question 7 2.44 .51 2.46 .59
Question 8 2.63 .50 2.38 .58
Question 9 2.63 .50 2.38 .58
Question 10 2.81 .40 2.63 .58
Question 11 2.44 .51 2.46 .72
Question 12 2.31 .48 2.50 .66
Question 13 2.56 .51 2.42 .72
Question 14 2.75 .77 2.58 .58
Question 15 2.25 .45 2.25 .68
Question 16 2.06 .68 2.42 .58
Question 17 2.50 .82 2.58 .58
Question 18 2.63 .50 2.33 .64
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Table 27 (continued)
Means and Standard Deviations for COS-R : Teacher Self-Ratings
Experimental (n~--16) Control (n-=24)
M SD M SD
Question 19 2.50 .63 2.58 .58
Question 20 2.56 .51 2.5 .59
Question 21 2.19 .54 1.88 .74
Question 22 1.88 .62 2.21 .78
Question 23 2.25 .77 2.38 .77
Question 24 2.12 .62 2.08 .78
Question 25 2.13 .62 1.67 .92
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Table 28
Means and Standard Deviations for COS-R: External Evaluations
Experimental (n-=16) Control (n=24)
n M SD n M SD
Question 1 16 2.38 .50 23 2.13 .87
Question 2 14 2.21 .70 17 2.12 .93
Question 3 5 1.80 .84 7 2.14 2.14
Question 4 14 2.36 .84 20 1.90 .85
Question 5 7 2.43 .79 4 2.00 .82
Question 6 15 2.33 .72 18 2.39 .70
Question 7 12 2.08 .79 15 2.47 .64
Question 8 10 2.50 .71 9 1.33 .50
Question 9 12 2.58 .51 13 1.92 .64
Question 10 0 0
Question 11 1 2.00 0
Question 12 1 2.00 0
Question 13 9 2.33 .71 11 1.82 .87
Question 14 9 2.22 .83 9 1.78 .83
Question 15 9 2.33 .87 5 1.40 .89
Question 16 6 2.67 .52 7 2.29 .76
Question 17 13 2.23 .83 8 1.75 .89
Question 18 6 2.33 .52 1 1.00
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Table 28 (continued)
Means and Standard Deviations for COS-R: External Evaluations
Experimental (n=16) Control (n=24)
n M  SD n M SD
Question 19 6 2.50 .55 7 2.00 .58
Question 20 14 2.14 .77 7 1.86 .90
Question 21 1 2.00 2 1.00
Question 22 1 2.00 1 1.00
Question 23 1 2.00 0
Question 24 0 0
Question 25 0 0
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